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Response to All Comments: The Preferred Alternative, as 

presented in the Final EIS, is the ―Replace In Place With 
Passages‖ alternative. 

1 
David 

Jackson 

The most important thing for me is safe passage for human powered 
boats (rafts, kayaks, etc) over any structure. Ideally there would be 
features placed to allow for "play" such as in the whitewater parks 
being built throughout the region which would improve the tourist 
economy of Green River. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

2 
Toby 

Schnuk 

A navigation channel for small vessels would have been very nice. If 
possible, please modify plans to accommodate inflatable and other 
small boats. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

3 
Bryan 
Burke 

Thanks for keeping me informed. I'm delighted to see that it looks like 
boat and fish passage will be enhanced by the new structure. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat and fish passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

4 
Scott 

Schreiner 

I believe that the "Replace in Place with Passages" should be the 
preferred alternative for this project. As a boater, the placement of 
boat chutes or other non-obstructive safe passageways for boats and 
similar crafts should be built in to the diversion structure to allow safe 
downstream passage of waterborne craft. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion. 
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5 
Herm 
Hoops 

 I appreciate the detailed work and coordination that you have done 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public comment 
period for the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. I believe 
the "Replace in place with passages alternative" should be the 
Preferred Alternative. I am offering the following comments on the 
Draft EIS: 
1.) One of my primary concerns is related to the boat passage and its 
location on the diversion. One of the key issues is the section of the 
Green River from foot of Swaseys Rapid to the Colorado River 
Confluence that was adjudicated as navigable by the federal courts in 
the 1960's (United States v. Utah; No. C-201-62; Utah District Court, 
January 9, 1965). That means the river must be managed for the 
public trust, including its navigability, and I believe it gives superiority 
to water rights for navigation over other claims. Thus preserving 
navigability should be part of the Purpose and Need description in the 
EIS and all alternatives must serve that purpose and need. I strongly 
approve the inclusion of the boat passage, however I strongly oppose 
the left (east) side of the dam location. The deposition fan of Tusher 
Wash into the Green River in the east side of the dam will most 
certainly continue to accumulate rock, debris and other erosional 
materials. Geologically the deposition from side channels (Tusher) will 
be greater that the ability of a main channel (Green River) to remove 
that deposition. This concept is widely recognized by mainstream 
geologists around the world. What that means is that over time the 
boat passage on the east side of the diversion would be rendered 
useless and a waste of taxpayers funds. In addition the east side 
would almost assuredly be unusable at lower water levels. In either of 
the above cases, heavily loaded boats would lodge on the 
gravel/debris bar and create a multitude of hazardous conditions. 
Therefore the only acceptable location for the boat passage would be 
in the center or west of center location. There is no mention of the 
potential for serious injury or death created by the diversion - no-
action proposal (Section 4.74 - p 4-31). These comments also refer to 
sections 3.34, 4.13 (Unresolved Issues) and Appendix D. 
2.) Section 2.6.4.3 (page 2-36) There are developed BLM sites at 
Swaseys Rapid (Boat LAUNCH and take-out, parking, trash collection 
& pit toilets); at The Beach (campsites, parking & pit toilets) and in 
Green River. You mention the latter in other sections of the Draft EIS 

Comment 1) The topic of navigability, while relevant to the 
project, had not entered into the conversation as a required 

component until after the EIS scoping period.  The Purpose and 
Need statement was presented to the public and agencies 

during that period, therefore it has not been changed.  However, 
the project design alternatives have since reflected the need for 

navigability. 
Hazard potential has been added to Sections 2 and 4 in Public 
Health and Safety, including mention of the potential for serious 
injury or death and the known hazards of low head dams such 

as this diversion. 
Comment 2) Section 2.6.4.3 now includes info on BLM-managed 
sites (the Beach and Swaseys). These two facilities have been 
added as services provided in the area that are BLM-managed.  

Comment 3) Photos in Section 2.6.6 are meant to provide an 
aspect of scenic beauty and the viewshed.  These photos were 
not taken at an angle that would allow for accurate evaluation of 

the flows for recreational purposes.  Picture 2-2 was taken 
during the summer season and an approximate cfs is now given, 

along with a low flow example in the narrative. 
Comment 4) Potential safety issues have been added to Section 

2.65. 
Comment 5) The Bluecastle Power Plant project along with other 

potentials are mentioned as future foreseeable projects, 
although water rights for those projects may not be obtained for 
years.  The Cumulative Impacts section (4.8) now includes a list 
of future potential projects that could impact available flows in 

the project area.  This is very indirectly also tied to Climate 
Change, in the case that over the long term, flows decrease 

such that the combined projects requiring a certain flow at the 
diversion cannot be complied with over longer periods of time. 
Comment 6) A log of maintenance is not available at this time.  

The water users perform regular maintenance on the structure in 
order to obtain their allotted rights and have maintained the 

function of the structure for over 60 years. 
Comment 7)  Interpretive signage can be a good tool to provide 

the public with valuable information on a project site.  This 
project has been focused on the historical eligibility of the 
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but not the former two sites. They should be referred to here and in 
other appropriate sections of the EIS. 
3.) Photo 2.2 & photo 2.4 (page 2-41 & page 2-41) should include the 
c.f.s. shown on the photographs. Otherwise the viewer has no idea of 
the potential hazard or ability to "run" the diversion - and thus to fully 
comment on the Draft EIS without personal experience. This would 
improve the public as well as planners develop a better understanding 
of the dynamic difference the feature will exhibit related to varying 
flows. 
4.) Section 2.65 (Public Health and Safety) lists the agencies that may 
be involved in local safety issues. It does not, however, list the 
potential safety issues such as boating safety. Items like 
river/diversion related hydraulics, in-stream obstructions (like the 
current concrete and rebar), and the difficulty of both wet and dry 
passage should be included in this section. 
5.) Section 4.3 .7 (Climate  Change) If the  future plans for the 
Bluecastle Nuclear Power Plant in Green River (page 3-13), including 
water withdrawal for that plant and additional desert land entry or 
other additional crop irrigation projects there will be an effect upon 
climate change.  If these specific components are included in the new 
design of the diversion then they should and must be addressed 
under "Climate Change." 
6.) The planned funding for this project is primarily from federal and 
state governments. As the damage claimed is related to the high 
water of 2011 it would seem reasonable that the Appendix include a 
log of maintenance for the past several decades. I would be very 
interested in seeing this information. 
7.) Down the road, as the project unfolds, it would seem appropriate 
to include interpretive (educational) panels (signs) regarding the value 
of natural flow regimes, water withdrawals, the purpose of the canal, 
the water wheel and endangered fish. 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) public comment period for the Green River 
Diversion Rehabilitation Project. 

diversion structure and its‘ surroundings.  Part of the treatment 
plan for the completion of the Section 106 process is to provide 
valuable information to the public on the project.  Interpretive 

signs were discussed, however at this time, the treatment plan 
includes educational displays to be placed at the River History 

Museum. 
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6 
Gus and 
Sandra 
Scott 

We have floated the Green River thru Desolation, etc. a number of 
times and twice took our raft over and through the Tusher Dam and 
on down to Green River State Park. It was certainly a thrilling ride 
over the dam! 
I understand the Dam is in bad shape and alternatives are being 
discussed. We would favor replacing it in place if that is necessary but 
with a passage for river boats, rafts, kayaks, etc. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion. 

7 Ted Smith 
I would like to see the boat ramp in the middle of the river. This safety 
measure would greatly reduce the risk and liability for boaters trying to 
navigate the dam. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

8 
Zig 

Sondelski 

I am happy to see the inclusion of the fish ladder and boat passage. 
For safety reasons, it is more important to have the boat passage in 
the middle of the dam, especially at low flows. Boating provides an 
economic benefit for the communities that we travel through, so your 
support of boating supports the communities involved. Thanks 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

9 
Nate 

Pelton 

The Green River in Utah is one of my favorite places to go rafting and 
enjoy nature. We travel over 6000 miles each year to experience the 
desert rivers of the Western US. 
It would be best for the boat passage to be constructed in the middle 
of the river. Thank you for considering whitewater river runners in this 
project. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion. 

10 
Hal 

Crimmel 

Thank you for your work on the Green River diversion rehabilitation 
project and for the opportunity to comment on the project. 
As a Salt-Lake based river runner, I greatly appreciate and support 
the inclusion of a boat passage, so I would support the "Replace in 
Place with Passages Alternative". It's a wonderful addition to existing 
recreational opportunities on the river, and may provide for additional 
economic opportunities in the future, such as commercial rafting or 
tubing day trips. For the sake of fisheries the restoration of an 
upstream fish passage seems a very important part of the project as 
well.  Given the alluvial fan at the mouth of Tusher Wash--and 
knowing the amount of debris these washes can put into the river, it 
might be worth reconsidering the location of the boat passage, lest 
any new construction get blown out (or clogged) by one or more flash 
floods. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  
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11 
Jeff 

Wagner 

I am writing in support of the Passages Alternative with a boat chute 
in the center of the new structure. As a licensed Utah River Guide, I 
believe that a navigable river can support better recreation options, 
will help people appreciate their natural resources, and will be good 
for the economy. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion. 

12 
Karl L. 

Breitenba
ch 

I remain very concerned about the construction of this diversion dam. 
My family and friends and I very much enjoy and appreciate the 
recreational opportunities that the Green River has to offer. We also 
are very concerned about the habitat for wildlife.  This year I have two 
trips planned on the Green River. One thru Desolation and Gray's 
Canyon and the other thru Labyrinth Canyon. On both of these trips 
we will stop and spend money in Green River Utah and support 
businesses that provide lodging and food and vehicle shuttles.  I can 
easily imagine planning an extended trip that would go from above 
Desolation Canyon all the way thru the community of Green River and 
down thru Labyrinth Canyon.   If I was a member of the City Council 
of Green River Utah, a member of the Ute Indian tribe, or a 
representative of the BLM or National forest, I would be very anxious 
to be certain that this diversion dam be built in such a way as to meet 
the needs of the agricultural interests, but also in such a way that it 
doesn't impede the recreational users of the river or destroy valuable 

riparian habitat ‐ to do so would be very short sighted and in the end 
much more expensive.  It doesn't seem to me that this project has to 
just satisfy one interest but should be made to meet all the needs ‐ or 
at least to come as close to doing so as possible. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion. 

13 Sam Dorsi 

Thank you for your recent email concerning the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. I am very pleased to find the "Replace in Place 
with Passages Alternative" among the options considered for the 
Tusher Dam rehabilitation project, 
and want to thank you for your efforts on this project. 
I wanted to voice my strong support for the "Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative." I particularly wish to advocate for the adoption 

of the center‐channel boat chute. A dedicated river‐center boat 
channel, rather than just a shallow angle downstream dam slope, will 
better meet navigability requirements in low‐water conditions and offer 

the safest connection to the main river channel on river‐right. At lower 

water levels, a large gravel bar is exposed on the river‐left region 
below Tusher Dam, and it is possible that this would obstruct boat 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 



Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

Draft EIS Comment Matrix 

April 30, 2014 

 

6 

 

Comme
nter # 

Comment 
Made By 

Comment Response 

passage if a river‐left boat chute is selected. I also believe it is safer to 
separate the boat chute from the proposed fish ladder and existing 

river‐left weir, as water flow into these structures could present a 
hazard for boats navigating into the designated chute.  Several 
photographs of the existing dam at low water seem to show 
protruding metal features along the dam lip. I wanted to suggest that 
as an element of ensuring safe boat passage over the dam, that any 
such features that could cut or entangle boats or humans be 
eliminated in a final design. 

14 Pat Brown 

As a whitewater kayaker and rafter, I would like to lend my support for 
the Replace in Place with Passages Alternative for the Green River 
diversion structure. Specifically, I would recommend that the boat/fish 
ramp be placed in the center of the structure to avoid the gravel bar 
on river left at low water levels. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

15 
Jarred 

Jackman 

Hello, I'm a kayaker and I would like to advocate for safe passage 
down the Green River. I support the "replace in place with passages 
alternative." I travel to Utah at least once every year to experience the 
amazing beauty found throughout its deserts. I would love to add a 
float on the Green River to my list of amazing experiences in Utah. 
Add this to the fact that I think all waterways should be made safely 
navigable if at all possible, and you have what I think is the general 
consensus from not only the paddling community but the community 
at large. I don't think there's a person out there that would say any 
stretch of water should be made more dangerous or less navigable. 
Waterways are like woods, public lands for public use. We should all 
work together in order to make the Green River accessible and 
passable. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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16 
Karen 
Kastos 

I am writing in support of the "Replace In Place Alternative and the 
Replace In Place With Passages Alternative". I believe that this 
section of river must remain open to navigation ... river running is an 
important part of the economy of Green River and has the potential of 
being a more draw in the years to come. Down river boating must be 
able to continue. I support the passage being in the center of the 
diversion. I have serious concerns about the proposed East shore 
passage, as it will not be passable in low water and Tusher Creek will 
continue to dump debris into the river at this point, eventually blocking 
this passage ... and wasting our tax dollars. 
I starting river rafting in 1988 ... 1 still run the rivers and hope to 
continue to do so for many years. The Desolation Canyon section all 
the way to Green River State Park is a stunning river section and 
worth protecting. It draws people from around the world. If the tax 
payers are to get their monies worth, the diversion should address, 
WELL, all issues. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

17 
Eric C. 
Ewert 

A rebuilt and configured Tusher dam that allows for safe and easy 
passage for both fish and Green River boaters is a win-win for 
everyone. I've rafted Desolation canyon 7-8 times, and have always 
wished that I could continue downstream. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

18 
Sara 

Casey 

Hi there, I'm writing to let you know that I am a paddler and I stand 
with American Whitewater to support efforts to allow boats to pass 
through the dam on the green river. 
I recently moved out West and paddling the Green is definitely on my 
to-do list. Please help make this possible by ensuring NRCS finds the 
"Passages Alternative" to be the Preferred Action under their NEPA 
review. American whitewater also believes that a passage through the 
center will be the safest option and I support this recommendation. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

19 Ila Cote 

I am writing strongly advocate for the "Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative" for the Green River This alternative would 
provide a safe boat channel for at a range of flows. The boat chute 
should be built in the center of the channel, rather than at river-left 
where low-water passage is obstructed by a gravel bar. Equally 
important is a fish ladder. 
Access to so much of the western water ways has been degraded. It 
is critically important to maintain environmental quality and access for 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  
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a variety of uses. 

20 
Andrew G. 

Bentley 

As a commercial river guide and recreational boater I support the 
inclusion of a flow-through boat passage in the plans for a new 
Tusher dam. Be it known that any plan without a flow-through boat 
passage: Prevents navigability of the river, of which the Green River 
is a navigable river. Presents a safety hazard/threat to life and limb to 
boaters who will attempt passage. Prevents boaters from continuing 
downstream without undue hardship (portaging around is impractical). 
Conflicts with the Utah Governor's state recreation vision to take a 
long term view. Be it known that a flow-through boat passage: 
Enhances recreation opportunities for private boaters by allowing use 
of Green River State Park, Mineral Bottom as alternative take-out 
locations. Enhances opportunities for outfitting and guide services by 
allowing use of Green River State Park, Mineral Bottom as alternative 
take-out locations. Provides a unique recreation opportunity 
unavailable anywhere else in the USA and increasing, the world- To 
travel unfettered for hundreds of miles by boat and connect multiple 
desert river canyons to Labyrinth and Cataract Canyons. May provide 
additional revenue sources as an economic generator for local 
outfitting and guiding services. Supports a non-consumptive land use 
as compared to other resource uses. In the center of the dam will give 
boaters a high level of safety by keeping them away from irrigation 
equipment. Must still allow passage even as water levels vary 
throughout the season. Additionally: Permanently mounted public 
interpretive displays should be included at the dam and at Swasey's. 
These materials should discuss the dam history, boating history of the 
region, water wheel, etc. Placards at the dam and Swasey's should 
be mounted that provide information about the risks and directions 
needed to safely use the boat passage. 
I request this letter be kept on file for the discovery process by future 
litigants. 

 Additional language with regard to the existing structure and the 
potential for serious injury has been included in the Final EIS, in 

the Sections pertaining to Public Health and Safety. 
The Preferred Alternative, as presented in the Final EIS, is the 
―Replace In Place With Passages‖ alternative.  This alternative 
provides a center passage for boats and fish passage at river 

left. 
The BLM managed Swasey‘s boat ramp does have a kiosk with 
readily available information for recreationists in the area.  The 
BLM website is also a valuable tool for boaters, along with the 
permitting process.  All inform potential users of the diversion 

and the take-out location.  Interpretive displays have been 
discussed, but placement would be on the BLM side of the 

diversion, which is not a heavily frequented area by the public.  
As part of project mitigation, a permanent display will be located 
at the River History museum with information on the diversion 

construction, history of the dam and the water wheel. 
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21 Jack 

To whom it concerns, 
I have written about the Tusher Dam Diversion project before. I have 
been over the old dam. Now that it is being rebuilt, it needs to address 
the needs of boaters. Safety is of primary importance for man made 
objects like this. If there is not a suitable boat passage, it is only a 
matter of time before someone is injured or killed. Diversion dams are 
dangerous things and need to have boater access through them. It is 
the right thing to do. This diversion is on a major recreation area. I 
also like the idea of having the boat passage in the middle of the dam. 
That just seems the safest place to put it. 
Thanks for letting me have my say on this project. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  

22 
Norm 

Henderso
n 

I have read the subject draft EIS and have the following comment: 
The project must be constructed with boat passage included. That is 
the only responsible way to go and will promote goodwill and benefit 
not only the boating community but the residents and businesses of 
Green River as well. A diversion dam without boat passage would be 
a hazard much like it is today and will discourage boaters from 
continuing their float to Lake Powell. If asked to choose which type of 
boat passage to construct, I'd opt for the center route since that would 
be the least obstructed. As I understand it, Utah State Parks has 
agreed to fund the cost share portion of the boat passage alternative. 
Kudos to that agency for stepping up to the plate and making 
recreation as high a priority as agriculture in the state of Utah. 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

23 
Tim 

Riesen 

As an avid whitewater enthusiast, I am writing to encourage you to 
consider a passage alternative on the proposed reconstruction of the 
Green River diversion dam. I support the American Whitewater 's 
proposal to create the most direct, quickest and safest run through the 
diversion by locating the chute in the center of the diversion. In the 
spirit of John Wesley Powell, I hope that passage is fully considered. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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24 
Maura 

Hahnenbe
rger 

I am writing with comments on the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project DEIS. My comments are in support of the 
"Replace In Place With Passages Alternative" and recommend that 
this be the preferred alternative in the Final EIS. The "Replace In 
Place With Passages Alternative" would be advantageous compared 
to the other alternatives due to improvement in conditions for 
threatened and endangered species, recreation, and socioeconomic 
factors.  First, inclusion of fish passages with help the threatened and 
endangered native fishes have expanded access to habitat above and 
below the diversion and help them to continue to reestablish in this 
stretch of the Green River. Second, the inclusion of boating passage 
will improve the quality of recreation in the region as well as improving 
safety for boaters. The upstream and downstream sections of the 
Green River are very popular boating destinations, and inclusion of a 
boating passage would allow for more recreation options and 
dispersion of boating use. Lastly, due to the opportunity for boating 
and recreation travel through this section of the Green River there will 
likely be an increase in tourism dollars in the town of Green River and 
the vicinity leading to improved socioeconomic conditions. I 
recommend that the "Replace In Place With Passages Alternative" be 
the preferred alternative in the Final EIS and that emphasis be placed 
on safe boating passages as well as fish passages. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

25 
Christina 

King 

I am commenting on behalf of the Pikes Peak River Runners 
whitewater club and the Private Boaters Coalition based in Colorado. 
It has come to our attention that in the EIS for this project a center 
boat/fish passage has not made the preferred recommendation. We 
propose that for both prime fish passage and safe boater passage 
(without a portage) a center boat/fish passage be included in the final 
recommendation decision. Portaging a boat and all the gear is never 
a preference in any circumstance especially a man-made dam. 
Imagine hauling a 200lb empty raft, 100lb frame, dry box full of 
supplies, cooler full of food, etc... the equivalent of several thousand 
pounds for just one raft around a land portage. This could take a very 
long time and would be impossible for a small one-boat trip with only 
one person. Most boaters now can trailer to and from the river fully 
loaded and offload/onload with ease using a trailer. A portage is a 
completely different matter. If the passage is in the center, boaters will 
avoid trespass and erosion issues created by a trail and simply float 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  
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by any shore-side irrigators equipment without disturbance. The 
recreational experience of being able to travel via river continuously is 
very popular and an ideal way to travel any river. The center passage 
provides a more flexible option when river flows are low and a left/or 
right passage does not always provide a reasonable portage option. 
Fish will also benefit by being able to easily swim upstream to spawn 
and use the entire river corridor, especially at low flows where a 
bankside (left or right) passage might not be usable. 

26 
W.A. 

Siersma 

After reviewing the plan I would like to go on record requesting that 
the Fish and Boat Passage be kept in the plan. I would also request 
that the Passage be placed close to the center of the river as shown 
in figure 3-3, this would keep boats away from irrigation equipment, 
shore debris and be a safer route. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

27 
Michael 
Wolfe 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project. I support the alternative of replacing the dam 
while alloaing for a designed boat passage in the center of the river. 
For various reasons I believe this would be best for allowing safe 
passage by boats and to keep boaters away from the irrigator's 
equipment on river left. Thanks for considering this change from the 
original proposal. Maintaining the Green River as navigable beyond 
Swasey's is very important to the boating community. I also would like 
to commend the efforts in mitigation, adverse effects to the historic 
properties in the construction zone. The further research and 
proposed documentation and public outreach for presenting this 
history to the public is greatly appreciated. River runners greatly 
appreciate knowledge of the history of anything related to the river. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

The treatment plan to mitigate for adverse effects to the existing 
diversion would include placement of historical documentation at 
the John Wesley Powell River History Museum in Green River. 

28 
Kagen 

Breitenba
ch 

I am emailing to ask that you please include a center of dam boat 
passage on the Tusher diversion damn. I have been a frequent river 
rafter of Desolation Canyon and Gray Canyon, and a center of dam 
boat passage would be essential for allowing rafts to safely float past 
Swasey's boat ramp towards labyrinth canyon in lower water. There 
are a great many voices from the boating community that feel the 
same way, and I urge you take the time to consider this when making 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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decisions about this diversion dam. 

29 Rob Allen 

This is Rob Allen. I reside in Provo Utah and paddle the Green River 
2 or 3 times a year. I strongly support the option to Replace in Place 
with Passages Alternative for the Tusher diversion on the Green 
River. 

 Comment noted. 

30 Don Oblak 

I am writing to urge you to pursue a center boat channel on the 
Tusher rebuild project. A left channel would bring boaters dangerously 
close to irrigation equipment and would be a problem at low water. All 
of the stakeholders have endorsed this center channel as the best 
option and the best use of funding. We rent rafts and kayaks to the 
public for use on the Green River. This new center boat channel 

greatly increases the safety below the Swasey‘s take‐out and 
provides safe passage for boaters wanting to continue on down below 
Swasey‘s. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

31 
Zak 

Podmore 

As rafter and a long time user of the Green River, I have portaged the 
diversion dam north of the town of Green River on numerous 
occasions. The dam is currently the single biggest obstacle to boaters 
between the Flaming 
Gorge Dam and Lake Powell, a 400+ mile stretch of spectacular river. 
Please consider including a boat chute in the construction of the new 
diversion dam to facilitate future access. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

32 
David 
Kizer 

I am writing to express my support for the "Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative" for the update to the Tusher Dam. I feel that 
utilizing this option and placing the boat passage in the middle of the 
dam would be ideal. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

33 
Harry 

Dundore 

I have been boating the Green for 30 years including over a dozen 
trips on Deso/Gray and Laby/Stillwater. Tusher is the only man‐made 
down river impedance from Browns Valley, WY to the confluence, 

approximately 350 river miles. As a long time Utah boater, I whole‐
heartedly support a SAFE down river passage through Tusher Dam 
and a clean up of all the garbage that has been used for rip‐rap over 
the decades. It's about damn time!!!!!!!! (no pun intended). We can all 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  
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share the river as before, now it will be easier to take out at Green 
River instead of going up to Swazeys (something I think the locals are 
not crazy about), or continue on another 120 miles to Cataract 

Canyon for the full JW Powell experience. This is a no‐brainer!! 

34 
Kathy 
Shelby 

I am writing in support of the "Replace in Place with Passages 
Alternative", at the Green River/Tusher Diversion. 
As a boater, it would be wonderful to be able to do an extensive trip 
on the Green River that included Grey and Desolation Canyons and 
all the way down to the confluence with the Colorado River and 
perhaps beyond. We do not have that many long stretches of river in 
this country and it would be wonderful to ensure that the Green River 
provides this opportunity. 

  The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers 
the inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  

This alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

35 
Guy Dean 
Bateman 

As a boater, I support the Replace in Place with Passages Alternative, 
with the passage in the center of the structure.  Under the "Passages 
Alternative", a boat chute would be notched into the new structure, 
either in the center of the diversion, or next to the upstream fish 
ladder on river left, and new upstream warning signs will be installed 
directing paddlers to the boat chute. We are requesting the boat chute 

be located in the center of the structure, as a river‐left notch would 
spit boaters onto the sediment bar downstream of the dam, created 
by Tusher Wash. We have additional concerns with locating the boat 
chute on river left and adjacent to the concrete fish ladder and the 
complex of weirs and headgates that serve to meet the water rights 
on the eastern side of the Green River.  Locating the boat chute in the 
center of the channel, provides the most direct, quickest and safest 
run through the diversion. The Project will also reduce the 
downstream slope of the new concrete structure so as to allow for 
safe boat passage at all passable flows, and to eliminate the "keeper 
hydraulic" that now exists below the dam. It has been determined that 
this alternative does not create additional cost or construction 

challenges to the project, and improves long‐term socioeconomic and 
recreational benefits to the community. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  

 
The Project would indeed allow for safe boat passage over the 

crest of the dam at a broad range of flows and would reduce the 
likelihood of a keeper hydraulic; however, signage will be used in 

order to direct boaters toward the boat passage chute in the 
middle of the channel so as to ensure boater safety. The safe 
passage of boaters over the diversion structure itself will be 
addressed further during the final design process. The final 

design will be independently reviewed by professionals 
experienced in the design and/or review of structures intended to 

safely pass boaters over a broad range of flows. 
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36 
Ann 

Hopkinson 

Regarding the Green River Diversion Structure, I support the 
"Replace in Place with Passages Alternative" as the Preferred Action. 
I am pleased that the upgrade is being designed to provide up- and 
down-stream fish passage, enhanced sediment sluicing, as well as a 
passage for recreational boats. Recreational boating is becoming 
more and more popular, and providing a safe route for the public is 
common sense, especially when it can be done at no added cost. I 
support a centrally placed notch, as recommended by 
American Whitewater. At present there is a keeper hydraulic below 
the dam, and reducing the slope of the new structure should eliminate 
this safety hazard. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed.  

The Project would allow for safe boat passage over the crest of 
the dam at a broad range of flows and would reduce the 

likelihood of a keeper hydraulic; however, signage will be used in 
order to direct boaters toward the boat passage chute in the 

middle of the channel so as to ensure boater safety. The safe 
passage of boaters over the diversion structure itself will be 
addressed further during the final design process. The final 

design will be independently reviewed by professionals 
experienced in the design and/or review of structures intended to 

safely pass boaters over a broad range of flows. 

37 
Jamie 

Bothwell 

I would really like to see a boat passage on the new diversion dam. It 
would be nice to link those sections without a portage. Having it in the 
middle of the channel would be appreciated also. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

38 Hal Jaeke 
Please be sure to include a safe way for boats to pass through the 
Tusher diversion structure on the Green River, when the structure is 
repaired. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

39 
Gary 

Scovill 
Please include the alternate boat passage into the construction of the 
new dam. The current dam is unsafe for boat passage. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

40 
John 

Porcher 

Thank You for making the dam less dangerous and more accessible 
to downstream boaters. I use the Green River daily stretch several 
times a year, including sometimes running the Price. As a kayaker 
and rafter, I appreciate you endorsing downstream boat passage, 
putting the boat chute in the center would facilitate our safe use of the 
dam, and allow other opportunities to boat below Swasey's. 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

41 Skip Zeller 

You must provide for a float thru passage in the design of the Tusher 
dam. The boating community, commercial and public, have a right to 
un-restricted passage on rivers in this country. This should be a win-
win for all. And with the money, why not? 

 The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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42 
Bill 

Trevithick 

I hope you choose the alternative for this project to replace in place 
with passages. I have boated past the present dam several times and 
would like to be able to do so in the future. I would hope that this 
alternative would also allow for the passage of fish in the river. I would 
also hope this project is not being proposed now as a way to provide 
a reliable source of water for the proposed nuclear power plant. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

The Green River Diversion Rehabilitation project is not related in 
any way to the proposed nuclear power plant.  

43 
Kim 

McFarlane 

Please include in the design the ability to add a hydroelectric power 
plant easily in the future. Have the Fish and Wildlife pay for the fish 
race ways/passage ways and for the PIT tag detectors. Have the river 
runners pay for the boat passage. Funding from wildlife and boaters 
should count as local funding. Prefer expanded/with passage 
alternative. 

The Green River Diversion Rehabilitation project does not 
include plans to install a hydroelectric facility at present or in the 

future.  

44 Andy Horn 
I support the "Replace in Place with Passages Alternative," 
specifically with the passage in the middle of the channel. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

45 
Dan 

Sullivan 

I'm writing in response to the diversion dam you are working on by 
Green River Utah. Please include a boat chute for us recreational 
boaters to use to safely navigate the structure. I feel the best option 
would to have it located in the center of the river to avoid the sand 
bars on the sides.  

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

46 
Gary 

Coultas 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 
Recommendation: Replace In Place With Passages. My family has 
many years experience with rafting and kayaking western rivers. Our 
children, grandchildren and great-grandchildren have all enjoyed the 
Green River Desolation/Gray Canyons. We have seen the growth in 
private and commercial participation over the last 25 years. I believe it 
is prudent to provide watercraft passage around Tusher Dam with the 
planned Rehabilitation Project. This will provide river running 
opportunities for future generations which are not conceived today. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

47 

Barbara 
and 

Randy 
Tucker  

Thank you for your time in Grn Rvr last Thursday. My husband is a 
Grand Canyon river guide and was not able to attend the 
meeting...He launched on his first trip of the season that day. He 
wanted me to pass this along to you. A boat gate would be best in the 
center of the dam so it could be used in lower water. It could 
accommodate search and rescue or be beneficial in emergencies. 
Trips may choose to end their trips at the State Park, and that could 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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create more revenue for the State of Utah! 

48 
Louis 

Klusmeyer 

I am writing to comment on the proposed placement of the existing 
Green River diversion dam. I support the replacement of the dam to 
maintain the benefits of irrigation and flood control to the surrounding 
residents. I also support including fish passage allowances and 
including downstream boat passage. However, I would propose 
locating the downstream boat passage toward the center of the river 
channel. I believe the center location is better for the following 
reasons, Rafters, canoeists and kayakers will find it easier to continue 
downstream in the deeper water toward the center and I believe it is 
safer. The proposed location on the east bank will aim boaters to the 
shallow area of the river where the wash enters the river resulting in 
potentially grounding of the boats, they have a longer path, paralleling 
the dam and the hydraulic on the backside of the dam, to proceed 
down river. There is the potential that the shallow area behind the 
dam resulting from material carried by the wash will extend toward the 
dam because of additional sediment/rocks from the wash, forcing 
boaters closer to the dangerous hydraulic behind the dam in the 
future. This would also result in shallower water in the fish passage 
area, reducing the likelihood of fish finding the fish passage and 
possibly higher fish mortality. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

49 Al Gunter 

I am a river runner who has been running Desolation and Gray 
Canyons almost every year. We have a permit for April 20th 2014 and 
would like to continue downstream to Mineral Bottom. Unfortunately 
the current dam destroys any navigability without extreme danger. We 
would spend money to eat, stay and resupply in green river and 
support shuttle services to ferry vehicles. Now we have to de-rig all of 
our equipment and re-rig in Green River. That process is enough of a 
pain that we will just go back to Colorado. Why is the dam rebuild 
even considered without a center boat passage. I have talked to many 
other river runners in Colorado. They all support the center boat 
channel which would be safer, would assist the economy of Green 
River, which is in decline, and would support navigability which is 
supposed to be a requirement. Several years ago I went out to the 
dam and determined it was too dangerous without a boat passage. As 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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I recall the edge boat channel is inadequate in low water due to the 
run out. A center channel is a better option. Please only rebuild the 
dam if an adequate boat channel is included. Most of the river 
sections run at full capacity. This would allow for more and better 
recreation floats and support more use of the river. Thank you for your 
consideration of the growing boating needs of the public. The dam 
has impeded our travel for far too long. 

50 
Anthony 
Edwards 

I paddle and fish when I am not rock climbing around Moab. I support 
the "Replace in Place with Passages Alternative." I would like to see a 
boat passage notched into the new structure, at the center of the 
diversion. I like the fish passage on river left. This does not create 
additional cost or construction challenges to the project, and improves 
long-term socioeconomic and recreational benefits to the community.  

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

51 
David J. 
Mackay 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project. I favor the need for a boat passage in the 
center of the dam. With the number of people rafting and boating on 
the Green River through Gray and Desolation Canyons, passage over 
the dam should be a top priority for several reasons, especially: 1. 
Safety. 2. For the support of nationwide free flowing rivers with 
complete navigability. 3. Integrated for fish passage. I have been in 
the river running business since 1965 and I also own farmland in 
Green River, Utah, with irrigation shares. I believe the boat passage 
through the center of the dam will benefit the river recreation people, 
including professional outfitters, without affecting the ability to 
withdraw irrigation water from the Green River. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

52 
Cody 
Perry 

I'm thankful for all the detailed work and coordination that you have 
done on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public 
comment period for the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. I 
believe the "Replace in place with passages alternative" should be the 
Preferred Alternative. I am offering the following comments on the 
Draft EIS: 
1.) One of my primary concerns is related to the boat passage and its 
location on the diversion. One of the key issues is the section of the 
Green River from foot of Swaseys Rapid to the Colorado River 
Confluence that was adjudicated as navigable by the federal courts in 

 Comment 1) The topic of navigability, while relevant to the 
project, had not entered into the conversation as a required 

component until after the EIS scoping period.  The Purpose and 
Need statement was presented to the public and agencies 

during that period, therefore it has not been changed.  However, 
the project design alternatives have since reflected the need for 

navigability. 
Hazard potential has been added to Sections 2 and 4 in Public 
Health and Safety, including mention of the potential for serious 
injury or death and the known hazards of low head dams such 
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the 1960's (United States v. Utah; No. C-201-62; Utah District Court, 
January 9, 1965). That means the river must be managed for the 
public trust, including its navigability, and I believe it gives superiority 
to water rights for navigation over other claims. Thus preserving 
navigability should be part of the Purpose and Need description in the 
EIS and all alternatives must serve that purpose and need. I strongly 
approve the inclusion of the boat passage, however I strongly oppose 
the left (east) side of the dam location. The deposition fan of Tusher 
Wash into the Green River in the east side of the dam will most 
certainly continue to accumulate rock, debris and other erosional 
materials. Geologically the deposition from side channels (Tusher) will 
be greater that the ability of a main channel (Green River) to remove 
that deposition. This concept is widely recognized by mainstream 
geologists around the world. What that means is that over time the 
boat passage on the east side of the diversion would be rendered 
useless and a waste of taxpayers funds. In addition the east side 
would almost assuredly be unusable at lower water levels. In either of 
the above cases, heavily loaded boats would lodge on the gravel/debr 
is bar and create a multitude of hazardous conditions. Therefore the 
only acceptable location for the boat passage would be in the center 
or west of center location. There is no mention of the potential for 
serious injury or death created by the diversion - no-action proposal 
(Section 4.74 - p 4-31). These comments also refer to sections 3.34, 
4.13 (Unresolved Issues) and Appendix D. 
2.) Section 2.6.4.3 (page 2-36) There are developed BLM sites at 
Swaseys Rapid (Boat LAUNCH and take-out, parking, trash collection 
& pit toilets); at The Beach (campsites, parking & pit toilets) and in 
Green River. You mention the latter in other sections of the Draft EIS 
but not the former two sites. They should be referred to here and in 
other appropriate sections of the EIS. 
3.) Photo 2.2 & photo 2.4 (page 2-41 & page 2-41) should include the 
c.f.s. shown on the photographs. Otherwise the viewer has no idea of 
the potential hazard or ability to "run" the diversion - and thus to fully 
comment on the Draft EIS without personal experience. This would 
improve the public as well as planners develop a better understanding 
of the dynamic difference the feature will exhibit related to varying 
flows. 
4.) Section 2.65 (Public Health and Safety) lists the agencies that may 

as this diversion. 
Comment 2) Section 2.6.4.3 now includes info on BLM-managed 
sites (the Beach and Swaseys). These two facilities have been 
added as services provided in the area that are BLM-managed.  

Comment 3) Photos in Section 2.6.6 are meant to provide an 
aspect of scenic beauty and the viewshed.  These photos were 
not taken at an angle that would allow for accurate evaluation of 

the flows for recreational purposes.  Picture 2-2 was taken 
during the summer season and an approximate cfs is now given, 

along with a low flow example in the narrative. 
Comment 4) Potential safety issues have been added to Section 

2.65. 
Comment 5) The Bluecastle Power Plant project along with other 

potentials are mentioned as future foreseeable projects, 
although water rights for those projects may not be obtained for 
years.  The Cumulative Impacts section (4.8) now includes a list 
of future potential projects that could impact available flows in 

the project area.  This is very indirectly also tied to Climate 
Change, in the case that over the long term, flows decrease 

such that the combined projects requiring a certain flow at the 
diversion cannot be complied with over longer periods of time. 
Comment 6) A log of maintenance is not available at this time.  

The water users perform regular maintenance on the structure in 
order to obtain their allotted rights and have maintained the 

function of the structure for over 60 years. 
Comment 7)  Interpretive signage can be a good tool to provide 

the public with valuable information on a project site.  This 
project has been focused on the historical eligibility of the 

diversion structure and its‘ surroundings.  Part of the treatment 
plan for the completion of the Section 106 process is to provide 
valuable information to the public on the project.  Interpretive 

signs were discussed, however at this time, the treatment plan 
includes educational displays to be placed at the River History 

Museum. 
Comment 8) The Preferred Alternative presented in the Final EIS 

is the ―Replace in Place with Passages‖ alternative, which will 
provide for boat passage.  
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be involved in local safety issues. It does not, however, list the 
potential safety issues such as boating safety. Items like 
river/diversion related hydraulics, in-stream obstructions (like the 
current concrete and rebar), and the difficulty of both wet and dry 
passage should be included in this section. 
5.) Section 4.3 .7 (Climate  Change) If the  future plans for the 
Bluecastle Nuclear Power Plant in Green River (page 3-13), including 
water withdrawal for that plant and additional desert land entry or 
other additional crop irrigation projects there will be an effect upon 
climate change.  If these specific components are included in the new 
design of the diversion then they should and must be addressed 
under "Climate Change." 
6.) The planned funding for this project is primarily from federal and 
state governments. As the damage claimed is related to the high 
water of 2011 it would seem reasonable that the Appendix include a 
log of maintenance for the past several decades. I would be very 
interested in seeing this information. 
7.) Down the road, as the project unfolds, it would seem appropriate 
to include interpretive (educational) panels (signs) regarding the value 
of natural flow regimes, water withdrawals, the purpose of the canal, 
the water wheel and endangered fish. 
8.) From the structure at Flaming Gorge down to the reservoir behind 
Glen Canyon Dam this section of flowing river is the longest stretch of 
navigable water left on the Colorado River Basin. The ability to float 
this entire section must be preserved for future generations. In doing 
so the public can enjoy a rich experience along the river corridor and 
see firsthand how wildlife, irrigation, energy and recreation are the 
benefits of healthy river systems. 
I'm thankful for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public comment period for the 
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project and look forward to 
hearing more. 

53 
Dave 
Ullrich 

As a rafter and conservationist, I urge you to include a raft-passable 
chute in any plans for replacement of the Green River Diversion. I 
have rafted the Green River from Flaming Gorge to Lake Powell 
several times and hope to be able to do that amazing trip again in the 
future. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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54 
Robert 

Stewart, 
USFWS 

As requested, the Department of the Interior (Department) has 
reviewed the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project, Emery and Grand County, UT, and provides 
the following comments for your consideration.   
General Comments - Water Allocation - As acknowledged in the 
DEIS, the clear partitioning of flows at the diversion is a key aspect of 
project success. We agree with the flow allocations listed in section 3-
3 (page 3-4). The Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery 
Program (Recovery Program) estimates that 50 cfs return flow in the 
Green River Canal (or the raceway) is an appropriate amount for 
planning purposes for their proposed fish return at this time. However, 
the Recovery Program cautions that this project is not yet designed, 
and the amount of water required for operations may change. 
However, in Table 4-2, the amount of required water is listed as 30 
cfs. Please change this to 50 cfs, and adjust the remainder of the 
table accordingly. 
Table 4-2 appears to be a priority list, although it is not identified as 
such. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) strongly contends 
that upstream and downstream fish passage should be a higher 
priority than boat passage. The ability to maintain consistent fish 
passage at this structure will be a key component for our impact 
analysis during NRCS‘ upcoming Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
section 7 consultation on this project. 
The USFWS strongly supports the flow allocation agreement stated in 
section 4.13.2. We believe this would provide certainty for all 
stakeholders regarding long-term operation and maintenance of 
facilities. We also believe that all stakeholders would benefit by 
participating in the ongoing discussions to legally protect flows 
downstream of Flaming Gorge Dam.  Legally protected flows below 
Flaming Gorge Dam would provide high certainty to all stakeholders. 
Specific Comments - Section S.6.2:  We request that the ESA 
section 7 consultation and subsequent incidental take statement be 
included in the permits and approvals that are described in this 
summary section. The NRCS commitment to complete section 7 
consultation is apparent throughout the document, but it should also 
appear here in the summary. 
Table 2.7:  Table 2.7 is incomplete. The southwestern willow 

 
 
 
 
Water Allocation – these tables have been adjusted to show the 
50 cfs for the return flow number. 
 
 
 
Table 4-2 is not a priority list.   
 
An Operation and Maintenance agreement will be developed 
upon completion of the FEIS and the ROD, effectively assigning 
allocations at particular flows and maintenance responsibilities to 
ensure that those allocations are being adhered to.   
 
 
 
The Biological Assessment (dated May 19, 2014) has been 
drafted with this information. Final BA will be complete for the 
Final EIS. 
Sec S.6.2 – this list has been updated with ESA Section 7 and 
incidental take statement language. 
Table 2.7 – Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and California 
Condor have been added to the table, and are documented in 
the BA.  The Utah Prairie Dog does not appear on the Emery or 
Grand County lists (lists attached to the BA). 
Humpback chub - Changed to ―Yes‖ for likely to occur in project 
area in EIS and BA. 
Bonytail and Humpback chub comments – stated in BA. 
Razorback sucker – further detailed descriptions have been 
removed from the EIS. Reader is now directed to the BA for 
these species descriptions. 
 
 
 
 
 



Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

Draft EIS Comment Matrix 

April 30, 2014 

 

21 

 

Comme
nter # 

Comment 
Made By 

Comment Response 

flycatcher, California condor, and Utah prairie dog appear on the 
Environmental Conservation Online System 
(http://ecos.fws.gov/ecos/home.action) Species by County Report for 
Emery and Grand Counties and should be included on this list.   
We request that the NRCS change the determination of ―likely to 
occur in the study area‖ for humpback chub to ―yes.‖  The Recovery 
Program documented entrainment of humpback chub into the Green 
River Canal in 2013 (see below), indicating that this species occurs in 
the project area. In addition, because it is a known migration corridor 
between two existing populations (as stated in the DEIS section 
2.5.2.1), it is not unexpected that the species would occur in the 
vicinity. 
Section 2.5.2.1:  We request the NRCS updates its species 
descriptions with the following information: 
• Bonytail - In 2011, Recovery Program crews caught bonytail 9 miles 
upstream of the diversion (Tildon Jones, pers. comm.). In 2013, 
bonytail were shown to be entrained in the Green River Canal (Kevin 
McAbee, pers comm). 
• Humpback chub - Recovery Program crews documented humpback 
chub individuals between Swasey's and Nefertiti, and have captured 
individuals as close as 3 miles upstream of the diversion (Tildon 
Jones, per comm). In 2013, one humpback chub was documented as 
entrained in the Green River Canal (Kevin McAbee, pers comm). 
• Razorback sucker - The first sentence in the species description is 
inaccurate. The razorback sucker is found throughout the main stem 
Green River from the confluence with the Yampa River to the 
confluence with the Colorado River. Recovery Program crews capture 
Razorback sucker up to the diversion structure itself (Tildon Jones, 
pers comm). In 2013, large numbers of razorback sucker were 
documented as entrained into the Green River Canal (Kevin McAbee, 
pers. comm.). 
Section 2.5.2.2:  Although nesting habitat for the southwestern willow 
flycatcher is not present, the potential exists for the species to migrate 
through and forage in the project area. We request the NRCS update 
this section to include a species description of the southwestern 
willow flycatcher. 
Section 2.5.2.4:  Flannelmouth Sucker and Roundtail Chub - 
Please add the following sentence to end of the discussion of both of 

 
 
 
 
Sec 2.5.2.2 - Species descriptions were removed from EA and 
referred reader to BA 
 
 
Sec 2.5.2.4 - No known occurrence of State/BLM sensitive 
species within 1 mile of project area – so not likely to occur 
Sec 2.5.5 – Migratory Bird language added – list from BCC 2008 
referenced and habitat discussed. 
 
 
 
Chap 4 page 4-2 – this should reference Section 3.6.1 (revised). 
Table 3-1 has been added here as well. 
 
BA details impacts to DCH. 
Section 4.6.2.3 – BA is currently in draft form; construction BMPs 
are being finalized and will be listed in the Final BA. 
 
Presence/absence surveys (and construction window) have 
been added as a mitigation commitment for potential impact to 
yellow-billed cuckoo or southwestern willow flycatcher habitat. 
 
Section 4.6.4.2 – language added. 
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these species: The [flannelmouth sucker or roundtail chub] occurs 
along the Green River and may be present in the study area. 
Section 2.5.5:  Only bald and golden eagles have been considered in 
this section. Please include a discussion of other species protected by 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) that may occur within the 
project area. In particular, impacts to migratory bird habitat should be 
evaluated and minimized, focusing on species on the Service‘s 2008 
List of Birds of Conservation Concern 
(https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewReportsPublications/Special
Topics/BCC2008/BCC20 08.pdf) and species that are listed among 
the Partner‘s in Flight Priority Species. 
Chapter 4, page 4-2, 1st paragraph, last sentence:  The document 
states that a ―preliminary, general list of potential mitigation 
commitments is presented in Section 3.5.1‖ however that section 
contains a description of the Cumulative Impact Area. Please revise. 
Table 4.1: The 1.4 acres of new riprap in the channel and the use of 
cobble from Tusher Wash constitute impacts to designated critical 
habitat for the endangered Colorado River fishes. This will need to 
be clear in the biological assessment. 
Section 4.6.2.3:  The USFWS will work with NRCS during the 
consultation process to create specific construction BMPs to minimize 
impacts to listed fish in the project area. 
There was no discussion of BMPs related to yellow-billed cuckoo or 
southwestern willow flycatcher, species which may use the project 
area as stop-over or foraging habitat during migration. Because the 
vegetation to be impacted within the project area includes Russian 
olive, willow, and cottonwood along the banks and within the riparian 
fringe of the river, we recommend conducting presence / absence 
surveys for both species if construction is scheduled to occur between 
May 15 and August 31.  The USFWS Utah Field Office can provide 
more information regarding survey protocols for these species. 
Section 4.6.4.2:  The Final EIS should specifically evaluate potential 
impacts to migratory birds and establish measures to avoid and 
minimize impacts to birds. The MBTA prohibits the take of migratory 
birds, their parts, nests, eggs, and nestlings. Executive Order 13186, 
issued on January 11, 2001, affirmed the responsibilities of Federal 
agencies to comply with the MBTA. To ensure ground-disturbing 
activities do not result in the ―take‖ of an active nest or migratory bird 
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protected under the MBTA, we recommend: 
• Any groundbreaking activities or vegetation treatments should be 
performed before migratory birds begin nesting or after all young have 
fledged to avoid take; 
• If activities must be scheduled to start during the migratory bird 
breeding season, you should take appropriate steps to prevent 
migratory birds from establishing nests in the potential impact area. 
These steps could include covering equipment and structures and use 
of various excluders (e.g., noise).  Birds can be harassed to prevent 
them from nesting on the site. 
• If activities must be scheduled during the migratory bird breeding 
season, a site specific survey for nesting birds should be performed 
starting at least two weeks prior to vegetation treatments. Established 
nests with eggs or young cannot be moved, and the birds cannot be 
harassed (see 2nd bullet, above), until all young have fledged and are 
capable of leaving the nest site; 
• If nesting birds are found during the survey, appropriate spatial 
buffers should be established around nests. Vegetation treatments 
within the buffer areas should be postponed until the birds have left 
the nest. Confirmation that all young have fledged should be made by 
a qualified biologist. 
We recommend use of the Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor 
Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances which were 
developed in part to provide consistent application of raptor protection 
measures statewide and provide full compliance with environmental 
laws regarding raptor protection. Raptor survey and mitigation 
measures are provided in the Raptor Guidelines as recommendations 
to ensure that proposed projects will avoid adverse impacts to raptors. 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. If you 
need further assistance with avian resources, please contact Melissa 
Burns, Ecologist at 2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50, West Valley 
City, Utah 84119 or (801) 975-3330 ext. 123. For further assistance 
with fish and water resources, please contact Kevin McAbee, 
Instream Flow Coordinator, at (303) 236-9887. 
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55 

Ray 
Peterson 
Emery 
County 

Emery County appreciates the opportunity to provide written 
comments on the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. The 
damage sustained by the existing structure in recent high-water 
events make the proposed rehabilitation of utmost concern and 
urgency. The unique agricultural resource that exists in Green River, 
and the obvious seasonal nature of the resource make the 
implementation of this project of the highest priority. 
Emery County supports the ‗Replace In Place With Passages‘ 
alternative. Making provision for fish passage is consistent with 
existing management of the identified threatened and endangered 
species. Historic boat passage over the structure should also be 
accommodated. The center location of this passage appears to be the 
better option. Funding appears to be in place for these passages, and 
should not place any undo burden on the agricultural community. It is 
encouraging to witness the many stakeholders and resource 
managers collaborating to bring this project to fruition. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

Funding is in place, with 25% cost share coming from the local 
canal companies, conservation district and water conservancy 

district. 

56 
JR Nelson 

Emery 
County 

As a representative of the people of Emery County, I fully support the 
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. Furthermore, I 
encourage the citizens of Green River to likewise support this project. 
The age of the structure alone merits replacement. The present 
diversion has lasted nearly seventy-five years and was rudimentary in 
the beginning. It is a tribute to the ingenuity and hard ward of the 
original builders. I join with others in Emery County in supporting the 
alternative ―Replace In Place With Passages.‖ This is the most 
productive choice and will accommodate all users while protecting 
resource use and the ―Threatened and Endangered‖ fish native to the 
Green River. It is impressive to see different groups collaborate in the 
construction of the new diversion. It will be a great benefit to all 
concerned for many years to come. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

57 
Tim 

Gaylord 

On behalf of Holiday River Expeditions, a river outfitting company that 
has been providing guided backcountry river trips in Utah for the past 
47 years. We feel the "replace in place with boat passages" is the 
best alternative in the draft EIS for the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project.  We would like to express our support of the 
center boat passage design as this location makes the most sense for 
several reasons and helps to preserve the navigability aspect of the 
river as required by the federal courts. We feel the center passage is 
a better alternative to the left side boat passage. The deposition fan of 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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rocks and material that has and will continue to accumulate from 
Tusher Wash on the east side could inhibit boat passage in the future 
and would very likely cause that side to be unusable in lower water 
levels. It appears the location of the center passage (or slightly west 
of center) should allow for the greatest range of access for boats over 
the dam. Thank you for your consideration of these comments 

58 
Walker 
Mackay 

I am a Swiftwater Rescue Instructor for Rescue 3 International and a 
river guide. I wanted to let you know I feel it is necessary for safety to 
have a boat passage placed in the center of the new Tusher Diversion 
Dam. Recreation on the Green River has grown continually over the 
last 50 years and has become a key driving force in the areas 
economy. With more people coming down this section of river it is 
critical to have a safe passage through the Tusher Diversion Dam. A 
passage through the center makes sense for multiple reasons 
including, but not limited to: #1. Irrigators don't want boats near their 
equipment for safety reasons and potential damage to their 
equipment. #2. The main channel is on river right which makes a left 
passage unreliable during low water. #3. The design of a passage in 
the center significantly reduces the cost of a passage on river left. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

59 
Gala 

Dumas 
I SUPPORT a safe passage for boaters and fish placed in the 
CENTER of the new Tusher Diversion Dam. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

60 

Nick 
Schou  
Utah 

Rivers 
Council 

On behalf of Utah Rivers Council, its members, staff, board and 
volunteers, I respectfully submit the following comments regarding the 
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) completed by McMillen, LLC in March of 
2014.Utah Rivers Council is a not-for-profit 501(c)(3) grassroots 
community-based organization that advocates for sound water policy 
and protection and conservation of Utah‘s rivers, streams, and clean 
water sources for today‘s citizens, future generations and wildlife. The 
Utah Rivers Council has a long history working to protect Utah‘s 
amazing Green River, which is part of the Colorado River watershed. 
While this proposal stems from the need to rehabilitate the damaged 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 
alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 
river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
Electric fish barriers are no longer a component of the project, 
although the BOR and the Upper Colorado Endangered Fish 
Recovery Program may install such barriers in a location 
downstream. 
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diversion dam to protect irrigation and hydropower water rights, we 
commend McMillen, LLC and the numerous stakeholders including 
irrigators, river runners, fishermen, conservationists and various State 
and Federal agencies for their outstanding cooperation and 
consideration of the numerous and varied values associated with the 
Green River in Emery and Grand Counties.  
After carefully reviewing the DEIS and preferred alternative we 
believe the project stands to benefit the Green River‘s sensitive 
aquatic ecosystem and endangered fishes both up and downstream 
of the Tushar Diversion and would also benefit the State‘s $12 billion 
recreation economy.  
Our comments concern several issues as the proposed action 
pertains to the Green River: 1) fish passage and NEPA requirements 
for four species of endangered native fishes, 2) boat passage for 
recreational and scientific monitoring purposes, and 3) the DEIS‘ 
further need for detailed analysis of climate change impacts.   
Endangered Fish Passage  -The Tusher Diversion Dam is located 
on the Green River, the longest and main tributary to the Colorado 
River, which supplies water to 35 million people in the Southwest. The 
USDA and NRCS should not approve a project that will lead to any 
further impacts on the water quality and quantity in the heavily 
developed Green River, which is the home to four endangered native 
fishes that inhabit the river and are protected by the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA).The preferred alternative in the DEIS astutely 
includes modifications to the diversion dam to allow upstream and 
downstream fish passage over the structure. In particular, this will 
greatly benefit the four species of endangered native fish in the Green 
River; the Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail chub, humpback chub and 
razorback sucker as well as other species of native fish and wildlife 
species. Additionally, the proposed rehabilitation incorporates a much 
needed electric barrier to prevent endangered fish from entering the 
powerhouse and irrigation canals, reducing accidental takings. We 
strongly support the inclusion of upstream and downstream fish 
passage and electric fish barriers as described in the preferred 
alternative.       
Boat Passage  - Our organization strongly supports the proposal to 
create downstream boat passage past the dam, and we are very 
pleased with the inclusion of boat passage in the preferred alternative 

With the boat passageway near the center of the diversion 
structure, boaters would exit the chute near the center of the 
channel, far enough away from the Tusher Wash depositional 
area to actually float downstream at low flows. This is one of the 
advantages of placing the boat chute near the center of the 
structure, rather than off to the east side. Regarding the 
sediment dredging at the outfall of Tusher Wash, this will be a 
one-time exercise, intended to clear an area for placement of 
larger, stabilizing riprap that will form a protective blanket around 
the fish passageway and at the exit of the east side radial gates. 
 
The following text has been added to Section 2.2.8 of the EIS:  
 
―Another recent report, prepared by the RAND Corporation for 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Groves et al. 2013), 
investigated the effects of climate change in the Colorado River 
Basin proper and found the following: 
 

 Air temperature within the entire Colorado River Basin 
will increase by 2.5 to 4.0 degrees Celsius (4.5-7.2° F) 
by 2080; 

 Runoff due to snowmelt is expected to shift to earlier in 
the year; 

 An overall increase in demand is expected across a 
variety of uses; 

 Precipitation declines of up to 15% are expected over 
the next 50 years in the Upper Basin; 

 A reduction in streamflow of 10 to 20% is expected over 
the next 50 to 100 years; 

 The Upper Basin, including the project reach, has only 
ever consumed 3.8 million acre-feet (maf) out of its 7.5 
maf allocation from the Colorado River Compact of 
1922. 

 
The existing demand in the Upper Basin is approximately 51% of 
the total allocated for consumptive use in the Upper Basin. Thus, 
if streamflow were to decline by 20%, according to conservative 
estimates, then there would still be 29% of the existing allocation 
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of the DEIS. In addition to aiding the aquatic ecology and local 
recreation economy, this option would lessen the owner/operator‘s 
future need for expensive insurance coverage, as the dam is currently 
a major public safety liability. Boat passage will help prevent any 
future navigation accidents rather than prolonging the status quo and 
hoping for the best. Figure 3-3 of the DEIS shows two proposed boat 
passage locations, one in the center of the diversion structure and 
one on river left or the East side of the river. After careful review, it is 
clear that the safer passage would be in the center of the dam for 
several reasons. During the scoping process, irrigators were clear 
they didn't want boaters near their equipment, which is located on 
both sides of the diversion structure, because it would create inherent 
dangers, cause injuries, and could lead to damages to equipment. 
The DEIS states a log boom would be the only deterrent in keeping 
people and boats out of harms way of irrigation equipment near the 
East and West side of the diversion. This argues in favor of placing 
the boat passage in the center of the diversion structure. Moreover, 
below the diversion structure the main channel of the river is on river 
right or the West side of the river corridor, which would make a river 
left or East side boat passage especially problematic for boaters 
during lower water levels in the Green River. Although the proposed 
sediment removal in figure 3-3 would likely help boaters passing 
through the East chute to reach the main channel on the West side of 
the river corridor at high water levels, it is unlikely that enough 
sediment will be removed to aid boat passage at low flows. It is also 
unclear how long this will remain clear of debris and whether there will 
be continuous dredging and removal of sediment and debris that will 
continue to come from Tusher Wash on river left and impede boat 
passage in the future. This argues in favor of placing the boat 
passage in the center of the diversion structure. Finally, the design of 
the proposed passage in the center of the diversion structure should 
ensure that adequate water quantities and water velocities are 
available for endangered fish passage, as any reduced function of fish 
passage through the structure would violate the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA).   Climate Change Impacts    -  Because the rehabilitated 
dam will remain in service for decades the DEIS should have 
considered project impacts to the Green River associated with 
reduced flows in the future as a function of warmer air temperatures 

that could be accounted for by evaporative losses and increases 
in demand over the project life. Furthermore, even if this 29% 
were perfected or otherwise used up over the project life, the 
existing water rights holders would still have priority over future 
water rights holders. Additionally, the flows through the project 
reach are in part regulated and protected by the Record of 
Decision (ROD) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam (USBR 2006). Therefore, it 
is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of current climate 
projections that the existing project stakeholders—including 
irrigators, power generators, recreational boaters, fish, and 
others—would face water shortages due to climate change.‖ 
 
Groves, David G., Fischbach, Jordan R., Bloom, Evan, 
Knopman, Debra, and Keefe, Ryan, 2013. ―Adapting to a 
Changing Colorado River: Making Future Water Deliveries More 
Reliable Through Robust Management Strategies‖. Published by 
the RAND Corporation and prepared for U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation.  
 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), 2006. ―Record of Decision, 
Operation of Flaming Gorge Dam, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement‖, USBR Upper Colorado Region, February, 2006. 
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occurring from climate change. Given that hundreds of studies have 
been published over the last 2 years documenting the very real and 
impacting nature of air temperature increases to the West, 
Intermountain West, Southwest, and Colorado River Basin, the DEIS 
should have acknowledged and analyzed this science when 
assessing the proposed action‘s impacts on endangered fishes and 
recreation. Most notably, the DEIS fails to consider the effect of 
reduced streamflows on the Green River as a function of increased air 
temperature. McMillen, LLC surely has qualified personnel who could 
prepare a streamflow analysis of future reductions of annual flows by 
virtue of rising temperatures and how this will impact the design of 
passage for native endangered fish as well as boats. The DEIS is 
effectively proposing to increase the impacts of climate change upon 
the Green River ecosystem by implementing the proposed project 
without adequate analysis of reduced flows in the future. The DEA 
should have analyzed the 50-year supply and demand study for the 
Colorado River Basin, published by the Bureau of Reclamation in 
2012 which identified a 9 percent reduction in future flows of the 
Colorado River that may be commonplace by virtue of climate 
change.1 The DEIS analysis of flows needed for endangered fish and 
boat passage overlooks the loss of streamflows by virtue of climate 
change in any meaningful manner and how the proposed action could 
exacerbate impacts on recreation and the fishery decades after 
completion.  
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. Please feel 
free to contact me with any questions and concerns. 

61 
Bonnie 
Mackay 

I just wanted to let you know that I SUPPORT a safe passage for 
boaters and fish placed in the center for the new Tusher Diversion 
Dam. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

62 
Adrienne 
Prosser 

As an avid river lover who has spent countless weeks enjoying many 
rivers in Utah, I support a safe passage for boaters and fish to be 
placed in the CENTER of the new Tusher Diversion Dam near Green 
River, Utah. The dam must be repaired, so please use this 
opportunity to make it safe. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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63 

Kathleen 
Clarke 
Utah 
FFSL 

The State of Utah appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
proposed rehabilitation of the Green River/Tusher Diversion Dam in 
Green River, Utah. As provided for in Utah Administrative Code 
Subsections 65A-1-2 and 65A-10-1, the Division of Forestry, Fire, and 
State Lands (FFSL) is the agency authorized to manage sovereign 
lands within the State of Utah, including the Green River. Sovereign 
lands are managed under multiple-use/sustained-yield principles and 
the Public Trust Doctrine as directed by statute. In order to meet this 
mandate, FFSL must ensure that all uses on sovereign lands are 
regulated such that protection of navigation, fish and wildlife habitat, 
public recreation, and water quality are balanced against the 
economic necessity or benefit to be derived from any proposed use. 
The state, by virtue of its sovereignty, owns the bed of Green River 
below the ordinary high water mark at statehood from the following 
boundary: Between Townships 23 and 24 South (approximately the 
mouth of the San Rafael River) down to the confluence of the Green 
and Colorado Rivers, excepting the portion within the boundaries of 
Canyonlands National Park; between the point at which the Green 
River exits the boundaries of Dinosaur National Monument (Mile 312 
above the confluence of the Green and Colorado Rivers) to the mouth 
of Sand Wash (Mile 212.7 above the confluence of the Green and 
Colorado Rivers); and between the point where the river emerges 
from Gray Canyon (Mile 129 above the confluence of the Green and 
Colorado Rivers) to the boundary line between Townships 23 South 
and 24 South (Mile 95 above the confluence of the Green and 
Colorado Rivers). (see United States v. Utah, 283 U.S. 64 (1931) and 
United States v. Utah, U.S. District Court, Central Division, Civil No. 
C-201-62). The Proposed Action would require work on the bed of the 
Green River, within the project area, which is considered sovereign 
land. A Special Use Lease will be required for the construction 
activities and the structure. Further consultation and coordination with 
FFSL will continue as the project progresses to ensure navigability 
through the Diversion. FFSL considers the issue of navigation/boat 
passage over the Diversion vital to the rehabilitation. It is one of the 
foremost tenets of the Public Trust Doctrine and will be required for 
the Special Use Lease to be obtained. The Division prefers an 
alternative that allows navigation through the center of the diversion. If 
you have any questions or need additional information with regard to 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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the Special Use Lease, please contact Laura Ault at 801.538.5540 or 
lauraault@utah.gov or contact Heather Church, FFSL‘s Sovereign 
Lands Coordinator based in Moab, at 435.210.0362 or 
hchurch@utah.gov. The State supports the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project and looks forward to working with the USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. Please direct any questions 
regarding this correspondence to the Public Lands Policy 
Coordination Office at the address below, or call Sindy Smith at (801) 
537-9193. 

64 

Nathan T. 
Fey 

American 
Whitewate

r 

Thank you for accepting public comments on the Draft EIS for the 
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. The efforts you and the 
tram have put into stakeholder outreach on the project are to be 
applauded. Please accept the following comments from American 
Whitewater in support of the Replace in Place With Passages 
Alternative. American Whitewater is a national non-profit 501(c)(3) 
river conservation organization founded in 1954. We have nearly 
7,000 individual members and over 100 club affiliates, representing 
over 80,000 whitewater paddlers and river enthusiasts from across 
the nation. American Whitewater‘s mission is to conserve and restore 
America‘s whitewater resources and to enhance opportunities to 
enjoy them safely. As a conservation-oriented paddling organization 
whose members enjoy the recreational opportunities the Green River 
has to offer, American Whitewater has a strong interest in the Green 
River Diversion Structure and, therefore, strongly supports the NRCS 
in its decision to improve downstream navigability at the diversion 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

 
The meeting attendee list has been added to Appendix D. 

 
The Project would allow for safe boat passage over the crest of 

the dam at a broad range of flows and would reduce the 
likelihood of a keeper hydraulic; however, signage will be used in 

order to direct boaters toward the boat passage chute in the 
middle of the channel so as to ensure boater safety. The safe 
passage of boaters over the diversion structure itself will be 
addressed further during the final design process. The final 
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site, as well as include boat passage in it‘s preferred alternative under 
the Draft EIS the Project. The Green River is a high-value recreational 
resource for the State of Utah and regionally significant within the 
upper Colorado River basin. The Green River provides unique multi-
day  rafting  and  kayaking  opportunities  popular  with  a  wide  range  
of  recreational  users – appealing particularly to families from across 
the Nation seeking a safe, kid-friendly excursion. Below Flaming  
Gorge  Dam,  no  major  storage impoundments  have  been  
constructed  on  the   river,  and compared to other rivers in the 
region, irrigation diversions are minor – allowing for  nearly un- 
impeded  navigation  from  Flaming  Gorge  to  the  Colorado  River  
Confluence.     
The  Green  River Diversion structure is the most significant in-
channel obstruction on the main  segment of the Green River, and 
has starved fish of high quality habitat, while also creating a  life 
threatening recirculating  hydraulic  that  presents  significant  danger  
to  families of  recreational  paddlers  at higher flows. American 
Whitewater appreciates the significant commitments directed to 
recreational improvements at the Project site, including designs for 
safe passage over the dam that eliminates the "keeper" hydraulic at 
boatable flows, and the integration of boat passage into the project‘s 
final concept design. NRCS has stated that such improvements would 
allow boaters to pass reliably in the spring and early summer, and on 
an intermittent basis during the mid-to late-Summer months. 
American Whitewater supports replacing the diversion structure with 
boat passage, as this alternative would provide additional public 
benefit, as well as increased economic benefits to the local 
community. The Replace In Place With Passages Alternative presents 
the boat passage component in one of two locations: the center 
location or the river left location adjacent to the upstream fish passage 
notch. American Whitewater remains available to provide input into 
the comparative analysis of these two locations, which we understand 
is ongoing. American Whitewater recognizes that only one location 
will be incorporated into the final design for the project, and we ask 
NRCS to give greater consideration to providing boat passage at the 
center of the diversion structure. A center   located boat passage 
provides multiple benefits in concept, while also eliminating risks to 
private property and public safety over the river left location. Boat 

design will be independently reviewed by professionals 
experienced in the design and/or review of structures intended to 

safely pass boaters over a broad range of flows. 
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passage components, as proposed, include a notch in the diversion 
structure that could be located either in the center of the diversion or 
adjacent to the upstream fish passage and the water wheel raceway 
on the east side. While we support the design of a boat passage 

section consisting of an opening in the diversion 30‐feet wide by 2-
feet deep, with a more gradual slope into the tailwater of the 
diversion, American Whitewater would like to express concern that 
locating boat passage on the east side of the project site creates 
possible conflicts with man-made fish structures, sluice gates, and 
debris. We ask that NRCS advance design principles that minimize 
the need for boaters to navigate past multiple project components at 
the project site itself. We recommend locating the boat passage in the 
center of the channel, combined with upstream  signage as proposed 
in the DEIS, to enable safe downstream passage while eliminating 
possible risks to private property and demands on emergency 
response personnel. In addition, locating boat passage in the center 
of the diversion structure will eliminate the risk of boaters getting 
stranded below the diversion structure on river left where the Tusher 
Wash sediment deposit presents an impediment to navigability. 
Finally, we request that the meeting minutes from February 13th 
(appendix D) include a listing of all attendees to the “boaters” 
meeting, at which stakeholders discussed and supported the 
benefits of a center-located boat chute. We feel that the meeting 
facilitated a healthy exchange of information, to your credit, and 
that stakeholder consensus on this project is important to 
document. Thank you in advance for incorporating a range of 
improvements to the Green River Diversion Structure for the benefit of 
multiple interests, including recreational boating. American 
Whitewater applauds the efforts of NRCS and its partners to eliminate 
a physical barrier to fish seeking to migrate through the site, while 
also creating safe passage for rafters, kayakers, and canoeists 
enjoying the outstandingly remarkable recreational opportunities the 
Green River provides. It is critical that the project meet the needs of 
local irrigators, while minimizing threats to public safety and 
downstream navigability. Please contact me if you have any additional 
questions. 



Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

Draft EIS Comment Matrix 

April 30, 2014 

 

33 

 

Comme
nter # 

Comment 
Made By 

Comment Response 

65 
Tom 

Martin 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS period on 
the Tusher Diversion Dam Rehabilitation. In the book I wrote, Big 
Water Little Boats, Moulty Fulmer and the First Grand Canyon Dory 
on the Last of the Wild Colorado River, Vishnu Temple Press, 2012, 
there is a photo on page 69 of Moulty Fulmer running his first dory 
named MOJA down the left tongue of the Tusher Diversion Dam. The 
photo was taken on the 4th of July, 1951. Fulmer is rowing the MOJA, 
and his passenger is Otis ―Dock‖ Marston‘s daughter Maradel, sitting 
in front of him in the footwell of the boat. The flow is 14,600 cfs. The 
river party floated on downriver to the highway bridge at Green River, 
UT, and took out there. I found this photo in the Marston Collection at 
the Huntington Library, and point this out to you as evidence for a 
very long history of river runners interfacing with and rowing over the 
Tusher Diversion Dam. I made my first crossing of the Tusher 
Diversion Dam rowing a rubber raft in September, 1996, on a river trip 
from Sand Wash at the start of Desolation Canyon to Hite, Utah, 
below Cataract Canyon. Running the Tusher Diversion dam, as 
Moulty Fulmer and Dock Marston had done before me, adds immense 
value to our river trips. I support the Draft Alternative that includes 
bypasses so long as a native fish and recreational boat bypass is built 
somewhere along the diversion dam, most likely in the middle of the 
dam. The bypasses should be suitable for downstream boat passage 
and upstream and downstream fish passage, at all river flow levels, 
low, medium and high. This fish and recreational boating bypass will 
preserve our American heritage and help sustain a viable native fish 
population into the next 100 years on the Green River.  

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

66 
Jason 
Keirns 

I am in full support of a mid-channel boat passage at the Green River 
Diversion Dam. Boating and related tourism brings in valuable tax 
dollars to the town of Green River and the option of running all of the 
river into town without portaging your boat will provide that. Thank you 
for your time. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

67 
Richard 
Stout 

I support the Replace in Place with Passages Alternative and a mid 
channel passageway. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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68 
Eileen 

Wysocki 

I would like to offer my support for the ―Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative‖ for the replacement of the Tusher Diversion 
structure on the Green River. The current structure is a little known 
but significant hazard in an otherwise calm section of river. Now is an 
ideal time to address this hazard so those that would enjoy an 
otherwise mild float down the river are not faced with it in the future. A 
well‐marked boat chute in the center of the main channel would be 
the best solution. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

69 
Alan 

Swanson 
Hi, just want to voice my support for a boat passage in the middle of 
the dam. Could save a life. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

70 
Jason 
Quinn 

would be great to have a passage for a 16' raft. would hate to see 
someone get hurt. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

71 
Phillip 

Rhoades 

I support the ―Replace in Place with Passages Alternative‖ to the low 
head dam reconstruction outside of Green River, Utah. As a boater 
who uses these resources on annual basis I believe this is the best 
alternative  to the issue. The current structure is a major hazard and 
severely limits downriver recreational  passage. This plan also has the 
added benefit of supporting native fisheries while providing the  local 

community with their allocated water. This is a win‐win for 
stakeholders involved in the issue. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

72 
John 
Olson 

As a whitewater boater, I support the option of "Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative". 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

73 
Ken 

Ransford 

I recommend that the Green River Diversion Dam have a usable boat 
and fish passage as part of its design. I have twice floated down 
Desolation and Gray Canyons, and also rafted from Ruby Ranch to 
Mineral Bottom. The Green River offers fantastic recreational boating. 
It also is home to four endangered fish species. Therefore, a fish- and 
recreation-friendly design is greatly needed. Fish populations get 
separated into distinct groups by river wide diversions. They prevent 
upstream passage to fish and interfere with fish spawning and 
reproduction. It is critical that rivers have eddies so fish can travel 
from eddy to eddy upstream. Also, diversion dams should not divert 
so much of the river as to make the river un-passable downstream. I 
understand this is a federally adjudicated navigable river that must be 
managed in the public trust for navigability in priority to other private 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

The project design does not provide for additional recreational 
play. However, boat passage is assured at flows above 1,106 

cfs. 
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(non-public) diversion interests. The current structure I understand to 
be navigable to downstream traffic and such navigable passage 
needs to be maintained as part of any structure should it be added to 
the river. I would encourage placement of eddies for both fish and 
kayak surfing so that smaller narrow hull forms can also take 
advantage of the passage. Large boat passage should be assured 
down to at least 1,600 CFS, and small boat passage should be 
assured down to the minimum flow levels that the river goes to. Again, 
this is important for fish and navigation uses which are the prevailing 
public interest. Thank you for considering my comment. I am 
confident that the needs of the community (including people and 
wildlife) can be easily designed into any and all reasonable solutions 
for this project.  

74 
Michael 
Gadd 

I have reviewed the environmental impact statement and wish to add 
my voice to those calling for the Replace in Place with Passages 
Alternative. I am a resident of Utah and have taken my boy scouts on 
rafting trips through both Desolation/Grey Canyons and Labyrinth 
Canyon. The ability to link the two trips would add greatly to the 
recreational value of the river. I also think the additional safety 
afforded by the passages alternative should be reason enough to 
move forward with that alternative. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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75 

Brody 
Young, 
State of 

Utah 

My name is Brody Young and I represent the Boating Program for the 
State of Utah which manages the education and enforcement of state 
boating laws and rules on sole state waters. The Green River falls 
under that category. The purpose of this letter is to comment on the 

possible re‐construction of the ―Tusher‖ Green River Diversion Dam. 
We are highly in favor of and support the ‖Replace in Place with 
Passage Alternative‖ in the DEIS. We were thrilled to hear about the 

re‐construction of the ―Tusher‖ Green River Diversion Dam. We 
realize the functionality and the invaluable need it has provided for the 

City of Green River for nearly one‐hundred years. We also realize the 
current dam has been a danger to the boating public and greatly 
hinders the navigability of the Green River outside of higher water 
flows in the spring and early summer. Thank you for allowing 
alternatives to be evaluated for all users of the water to comment on. 
We feel there is an importance of the safety of the dam being well 
represented by all users and in the design of it. We are in favor of the 
―Replace in Place with Passage Alternative‖ for several reasons: 

‐The safety of boaters coming downstream is first and foremost our 
number one concern. We realize the new construction of the dam is 
designed for boats to float over in the event there is sufficient water. 
The Boat passage would provide a safe alternative in the event there 
isn‘t sufficient water. 

‐The ―navigability‖ of the river is vital. Most boaters are untrusting of 
going downstream of Swasey‘s Boat Ramp because of the dam and 
its lack of navigability. The Boat passage in the center of the dam 
would allow safe 
passage in the current of the river below the dam. The alternative of a 
boat passage on River left would lead boaters into a gravel bar 
created by Tusher Wash. 

‐The boat passage will enhance recreational and commercial boating 
opportunities for Green River and will provide additional economic 
advancement for growth. It will invite boaters and recreationalist of all 
types to stay, eat and work in Green River. We are in favor of the‖ 
Replace in Place with Passage Alternative‖ listed in the DEIS. Please 
consider our comments as a strong voice for the Boating Public in 
Utah. I appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments and look 
forward to the outcome of the design of the dam. Thank you for your 
time. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 
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76 
Carter 
Mills 

This message is to express my support for a safe passage for boaters 
and fish to be placed in the CENTER of the new Tusher Diversion 
Dam. Thank you for your consideration. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

77 
Glenn 

Wysocki 

I would like to offer my support for the ―Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative‖ for the replacement of the Tusher Diversion 
structure on the Green River. The current structure is a little known 
but significant hazard in an otherwise calm section of river. Now is an 
ideal time to address this hazard so those that would enjoy an 
otherwise mild float down the river are not faced with it in the future. A 
well‐marked boat chute in the center of the main channel would be 
the best solution. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

78 
Marty 
Shelp 

Please include a safe boat passage in the new diversion. This is a 
historic section of river and deserves to be preserved for navigation. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 

79 
Dawn 

Waldrop 

I would like to offer my support for the ―Replace in Place with 
Passages Alternative‖ for the replacement of the Tusher Diversion 
structure on the Green River. The current structure is a little known 
but significant hazard in an otherwise calm section of river. Now is an 
ideal time to address this hazard so those that would enjoy an 
otherwise mild float down the river are not faced with it in the future. A 

well‐marked boat chute in the center of the main channel would be 
the best solution. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of a center boat passage into the design of the 

diversion. 
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80 
Landis 
Arnold 

I am writing to ask that the Green River Diversion Dam have a 
functional, aesthetic, recreationally and navigationally usable boat and 
fish passage as part of its design. The best fish passage is one which 
is also navigable by small craft such as rafts and kayaks. Moreover, 
this is a stretch of river which does, on occasion, have quite large 
rafts and crafts passing by. Family friends ran J-Boats from Ladore to 
Lake Powell, then further through the Grand Canyon on the 100th 
Anniversary of Powell (1969) and numerous other trips have done the 
same and done stretches there of including through this stretch. J-
Boats can be up to 33 ft long. From Biologic point of view, river wide 
diversions which are impassable (and not understandable) to fish is 
also one of the reasons that fish populations get segregated to 
different stretches of rivers. It is critical that rivers have eddies for fish 
(and river craft) to take refuge in, and channels which carry water, for 
downward safe downward flow) and yet allow "attainment" for fish 
(and sometimes kayaks etc) from eddy to eddy upstream. It is also 
important that diversion dams not divert so much of the river as to 
make the river un-passable downstream. I understand this is a 
federally adjudicated navigable river that must be managed in the 
public trust for navigability in priority to other private (non-public) 
diversion interests. The current structure I understand to be navigable 
to downstream traffic and such navigable passage needs to be 
maintained as part of any structure should it be added to the river. 
Keeping passage capability for boats up to 33 ft long is in keeping 
with the historical use of J-Boats on the river. I would encourage 
placement of eddies for both fish and kayak surfing so that smaller 
narrow hull forms can also take advantage of the passage. Large boat 
passage should be assured down to at least 1600 CFS, and small 
boat passage should be assured down to the minimum flow levels 
that the river goes to. Again, this is important for fish and navigation 
uses which are the prevailing public interest. Thank you for your 
solicitation for comment. I am confident that the needs of the 
community (including people and wildlife) can be easily designed into 
any and all reasonable solutions for this project. 

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

The project design does not provide for additional recreational 
play. However, boat passage is assured at flows above 1,106 

cfs. 
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81 
George 
Wendt 

Thank you for all the work you have done preparing the Draft EIS for 
the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project. We believe that the 
"Replace In Place With Passages" should be the preferred alternative. 
We think that it is important to provide a passage either around the 
west side of the diversion or, probably preferable, in the center of the 
diversion dam. We are afraid that a passage on the east side of the 
diversion dam would not be satisfactory because of ongoing 
deposition of erosional materials coming from Tusher Wash. As river 
rafting grows in popularity-especially with young families, the town of 
Green River should be the beneficiary of increased use on the Green 
River from Swasey's to the Green River State Park and the economic 
assistance that this can provide to the area. As a long-term river 
guide-first running as a private rafter, then as a professional river 
guide and now as the manager of a whitewater rafting company-I 
think it is important to be concerned about the navigational challenges 
and safety issues involved with running the diversion dam. It is 
essential that no exposed rebar or other hazards to property or 
human safety be allowed. Design work should be done so that the 
passage through the diversion dam does not present a keeper 
hydraulic. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and will look forward to reviewing 
the Final EIS.  

The ―Replace In Place With Passages‖ Alternative considers the 
inclusion of boat passage into the design of the diversion.  This 

alternative would place the boat passage notch close to the 
center of the structure, and therefore down the middle of the 

river, and away from river left where irrigation and fish passage 
structures would be placed. 

 
The Project would allow for safe boat passage over the crest of 

the dam at a broad range of flows and would reduce the 
likelihood of a keeper hydraulic; however, signage will be used in 

order to direct boaters toward the boat passage chute in the 
middle of the channel so as to ensure boater safety. The safe 
passage of boaters over the diversion structure itself will be 
addressed further during the final design process. The final 

design will be independently reviewed by professionals 
experienced in the design and/or review of structures intended to 

safely pass boaters over a broad range of flows. 

82 
Philip 

Strobel  
US EPA 

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2) (C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 8 has reviewed the March, 14, 2014 Green River/Tusher 
Diversion Rehabilitation Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft 
EIS) by the U.S. Department of Agriculture  (USDA) Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).It is the EPA's responsibility 
to provide an independent review and evaluation of the potential 
environmental impacts of this project.   This includes a rating of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and the adequacy of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS). The Green 
River/Tusher Diversion, constructed in the early 1900s, was damaged 
by flows in the Green River during 2010 and 2011 flood events.  The 
Draft EIS states that in the event of diversion failure due to future 
flood or high flow conditions, water service to three irrigation canals, 
the City of Green River, a historic irrigation water delivery system, and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project conceptual design efforts have been updated; the one-
foot elevation raise has been determined unnecessary.  The 

crest elevation will be at its original elevation of 4086.7‘, as the 
structure has been ―sagging‖ in the center of the channel. 

 
Aggregate and sediment removal - The sediment from Tusher 

Wash is not currently classified as suitable habitat for fish 
nursery since it is dry for a good portion of the year.  Excavation 
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one hydropower plant would be eliminated.  The Draft EIS also states 
that rehabilitating the diversion would directly result in these 
resources remaining usable for the water rights holders. The NRCS 
and Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF) analyzed 
alternatives for maintaining the existing functions of the diversion for 
water delivery, upgrading the diversion structure to current design 
standards, maintaining some features of the historic character of the 
diversion dam, providing upstream and downstream fish passage, fish 
tracking and fish screening, and providing enhanced sediment 
sluicing, and downstream recreational boat passage. Fish protection 
and passage components are proposed in one alternative for 
inclusion in the project to meet Endangered Species Act requirements 
for listed fish species populations in the Green River.  The boat 
passage provision is a navigability requirement of the State of Utah.  

The EPA appreciates that in September 2013, the NRCS sent 
notification to several interested parties and stakeholders that the 
NRCS determined the proposed rehabilitation project will adversely 
affect the Tusher Diversion Dam and the East Side Canal which are 
both significant historic structures. This determination led to elevating 
the NEPA analysis from an Environmental Assessment to preparation 
of a Draft EIS. The EPA appreciates the comprehensive alternatives 
analysis provided in the Draft EIS in response to all comments during 
the project scoping and public comment period. The EPA also 
appreciates identification and analysis of alternatives that intend to 
increase the efficiency and flood resiliency of the diversion dam 
structure while enhancing fish passage and recreational navigation 
features of the structure within the river system.  

The EPA considers protection of aquatic resources to be among the 
most important issues addressed in any NEPA analysis where a 
project could adversely affect surface and ground water resources. 
The alternatives presented in the Draft EIS and the actions associated 
with the diversion dam rehabilitation project have the potential to 
adversely impact aquatic resources, including wetlands, streams, 
riparian areas, their supporting hydrology and hydrogeology. Two 
specific project actions likely to affect aquatic resources include 
raising the current dam elevation by one foot, and aggregate and 

of the sediment would create additional open water during low 
flows increasing fish nursery habitat. 

The sediment deposition in question is evaluated in the Waters 
of the U.S. and Wetland Delineation Report, and has been 

determined to be cobble and gravels within the river bed.  It is 
subject to seasonal flooding and is flooded often enough that it is 

not a wetland. 
 

The Wetland Delineation Report has been finalized and is 
included in Appendix C. 

 
The Final EIS includes monitoring and documentation 

procedures for construction and post-construction impacts, along 
with mitigation measures.  Stream hydrogeology will be further 

assessed during an independent modeling and final design 
review exercise, which would add monitoring and documentation 

procedures to identify unforeseen construction or post-
construction impacts. 

 
 

The BA has been finalized and formal consultation with the 
USFWS is on-going. It is assumed that the USFWS will issue a 

Biological Opinion that the project will not jeopardize listed 
species. 

The BA provides BMPs and detailed mitigation commitments. 
 
 
 

The Final EIS will be made available for a 30-day comment 
period in June 2014. 
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sediment material removal below the dam. These actions are 
expected to affect fish nursery habitat, stream hydrogeology and 
potentially more wetland acres than the low number of 
temporarily affected wetland acres estimated in the Draft EIS. 
The EPA recommends that the Final EIS clearly summarize and 
reference information included in the Draft EIS that could lead to 
mitigation of any possible adverse effects to aquatic resources 
at this site.  This information includes dam design features, the 
Green River Canal Sediment Research effort, methods found in 
the Conjunctive Management of Surface and Ground Water in 
Utah management plan, The Preliminary Wetland Inventory 
memo (not found in Appendix C as referenced in the DEIS [2.2.6.] 
and stream flow modeling predictions that specifically support 
how aquatic resources listed above will not be adversely 
affected.  The EPA recommends the Final EIS add monitoring 
and documentation procedures to identify any unforeseen 
construction or post-construction impacts to aquatic resources, 
such as wetlands, habitat and hydrogeology. The EPA also 
recommends that the Final EIS identify what mitigation measures 
will be implemented if adverse impacts are identified for any of 
the aquatic resources listed above, during and after completion 
of construction.  

The Draft EIS identifies that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, a 
Cooperating Agency for the proposed action, has been consulted and 
has provided significant input to the alternatives identified in the Draft 
EIS. The Draft EIS does not yet include a completed Biological 
Assessment. Because the Biological Assessment may provide 
important information to inform this decision, the EPA 
recommends the NRCS allow a period of time for the public and 
stakeholders of record to provide input with the benefit of a 
completed Biological Assessment and Opinion prior to a Final 
EIS or Record of Decision. Consistent with Section 309 of the CAA, 
it is the EPA's responsibility to provide an independent review and 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of this project. 
Based on the procedures the EPA uses to evaluate the adequacy of 
the information and the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed action, the EPA has rated the alternatives in the Draft EIS 
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as "Environmental Concerns- Insufficient Information" (EC-2). The 
EPA's review identified environmental impacts that should be avoided 
in order to fully protect the environment and this letter provides 
recommendations to resolve those concerns. The draft EIS does not 
contain sufficient information to fully assess environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment. We 
identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion that 
should be included in the Final EIS. A description of the EPA's rating 
criteria is available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/comments/ratings.html    We 
hope that our comments will assist you in further reducing the 
environmental impacts of this project. We appreciate the opportunity 
to review and comment on this Draft EIS. If we may provide further 
explanation of our comments, please contact me at 303-312-6704. 
You may also contact Nat Miullo, lead reviewer for this project, at 303-
312-6233, or Miullo.nat@epa.gov. 

83 
Floyd 

Johnson, 
BLM 

BLM Comments of the Draft EIS for the Green River Diversion Dam:  
Tables S-1and 4-1, Xvi 4-2, Water Resources row, Under the no 

action there would be no temporary effects from construction.  Tables 
S-1 and 4-1, Xviii,4-4, Visual quality, Under the no action there would 
be no temporary effects from construction. Sec 2.6.4.1, Pg 2-34, To 
totally understand the Green River as a ―wild and scenic ― river the 
fact that the river is suitable from Sand Wash to Nefertiti should be 

added;  Tables S-1 and 4-1, Xvii, and 4-3, Socio econ: Could add to 
the impacts under both action alternatives a more reliable supply of 
water for irrigation of crops and hydropower; Table 4-2, 4-11, The 

total water demand of 1,066 does not agree with page 3-4 of 1,125. 

The No Action Alternative presents an extreme flood 
event/disaster scenario in which the area is degraded.  Clean-up 
activities would be required.  ―Construction‖ has been revised to 

read ―Clean-up‖ or ―Post-event clean-up activities‖ to better 
capture the hypothetical here. 

Additional Green River segments in Utah added here to show 
that 4 segments upstream and 1 segment downstream are all 

classified and suitable for Wild and Scenic designation. 
Socioeconomics – all tables and discussion: added beneficial 

impact in the provision of a more reliable water supply for 
irrigation and hydropower. 

The total water demand is 1,106.  All tables have been updated 
to reflect this number. 
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Comment Categories 
 

Comment 
Category Comment Commenter(s) # 

Recreation/Boat 
Passage & 
Navigability 

We support the "Replace in Place with Passages" alternative and the chute in 
the center of the dam. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 53, 55, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 
70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82 

Economy & 
Tourism 

Project would enhance tourism/economy in the area. 
1, 8, 10, 11, 12, 16, 20, 24, 35, 47, 49, 50, 58, 60, 63, 64, 
66, 75, 81 

Public Health 
and Safety 

Existing diversion is a danger/threat to public safety. 5, 7, 8, 20, 21, 24, 30, 36, 51, 52, 58, 60, 64, 74, 75, 81 

Impacts to T & E 
Species; Fish 

Support fish passage; DEIS does not adequately address this issue; Biological 
Assessment should be included. Fish passages with help the threatened and 
endangered native fishes have expanded access to habitat. 

24, 42, 43, 48, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56,  60, 63, 65, 71, 73, 80, 82 

Nuclear Power 
Plant 

Generally, the addition of a nuclear power plant in the vicinity of the project 
could impact water availability and should be further addressed in the EIS. 

5, 42, 52 

Climate 
Change/Foresee
able Streamflow 

Changes 

DEIS does not adequately address this issue (loss of streamflow due to climate 
change) 

5, 52, 60 

Budget 

The planned funding for this project is primarily from federal and state 
governments. As the damage claimed is related to the high water of 2011 it 
would seem reasonable that the Appendix include a log of maintenance for the 
past several decades. I would be very interested in seeing this information. 

5, 43, 52 

Hydroelectric 
Power 

Include hydropower plant in design 43 

Irrigation/Flood 
Control 

Support project to maintain the benefits of irrigation and flood control; boat 
passage a benefit without affecting the ability to withdraw irrigation water from 
the Green River. 

48, 51, 71 

Impacts to 
Aquatic 

Resources 

Project has the potential to adversely impact aquatic resources, including 
wetlands, streams, riparian areas, their supporting hydrology and 
hydrogeology. 

12, 82 
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1 David Jackson        

2 Toby Schnuk        

3 Bryan Burke        

4 Scott Schreiner        

5 Herm Hoops        

6 Gus and Sandra Scott        

7 Ted Smith        

8 Zig Sondelski        

9 Nate Pelton 
North Creek 

Rafting Company 
800-989-

RAFT 

9 Ordway Lane, 

PO Box 10 
North Creek NY 12853 nate@northcreekrafting.com 

10 Hal Crimmel        

11 Jeff Wagner        

12 Karl L. Breitenbach        

13 Sam Dorsi        

14 Pat Brown        

15 Jarred Jackman        

16 Karen Kastos        

17 Eric C. Ewert        

18 Sara Casey        

19 Ila Cote        

20 Andrew G. Bentley        

21 Jack        

22 Norm Henderson        

23 Tim Riesen        

24 Maura Hahnenberger        

25 Christina King 
Pikes Peak River 

Runners 
     pckingco@gmail.com 

26 W.A. Siersma        

27 Michael Wolfe        

28 Kagen Breitenbach        
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Canyon Voyages 
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6007 
    don@canyonvoyages.com 
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32 David Kizer        

33 Harry Dundore        

34 Kathy Shelby        

35 Guy Dean Bateman        

36 Ann Hopkinson        

37 Jamie Bothwell        

38 Hal Jaeke        

39 Gary Scovill        

40 John Porcher        

41 Skip Zeller        

42 Bill Trevithick        

43 Kim McFarlane        

44 Andy Horn 
Westwater 

Hydrology 
303-456-

1981 
7175 W. 42nd 

Ave. 
Wheat Ridge CO 80033 andyhorn2020@gmail.com 

45 Dan Sullivan        

46 Gary Coultas        

47 
Barbara and Randy 

Tucker 
       

48 Louis Klusmeyer        

49 Al Gunter        

50 Anthony Edwards        

51 David J. Mackay 
Colorado River & 

Trail Expeditions 
801-261-

1789 
PO Box 57575 

Salt Lake 

City 
UT 84157 crate@crateinc.com 

52 Cody Perry Rig To Flip 
970-819-

1610 

PO Box 774000 

PMB 216 

Steamboat 

Springs 
CO 80477 cody.perry@gmail.com 

53 Dave Ullrich        

54 Robert Stewart USFWS  
PO Box 25007 

(D-108) 
Denver CO 80225  
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55 Ray Peterson 
Emery County 

Public Lands 

435-381-

3556 
PO Box 1298 Castle Dale UT 84513 rayp@emery.utah.gov 

56 JR Nelson 
Emery County 

Commissioner 
     jrn@emery.utah.gov 

57 Tim Gaylord 
Holiday River 

Expeditions 

801-266-

2087 

544 East 3900 

South 

Salt Lake 

City 
UT 84107 tim@bikeraft.com 

58 Walker Mackay 
Colorado River & 

Trail Expeditions 
     walkmin@crateinc.com 

59 Gala Dumas        

60 Nick Schou 
Utah Rivers 

Council 
801-486-

4776 

1055 E 2100 S 

#204 

Salt Lake 

City 
UT 84106 nick@utahrivers.org 

61 Bonnie Mackay        

62 Adrienne Prosser        

63 Kathleen Clarke 
State of Utah 

FFSL 

801-537-

9801 
PO Box 141107 

Salt Lake 

City 
UT 84114  

64 Nathan T. Fey 
American 

Whitewater 
 

1601 Longs 

Peak Ave 
Longmont CO 80501 nathan@americanwhitewater.org 

65 Tom Martin        

66 Jason Keirns        

67 Richard Stout        

68 Eileen Wysocki        

69 Alan Swanson        

70 Jason Quinn        

71 Phillip Rhoades        

72 John Olson        

73 Ken Ransford        

74 Michael Gadd        

75 Brody Young 
State of Utah 

Parks 

435-259-

3750 

1165 S Highway 

191, Suite 7 
Moab UT 84532 brodyyoung@utah.gov 

76 Carter Mills        

77 Glenn Wysocki        

78 Marty Shelp        
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79 Dawn Waldrop        

80 Landis Arnold        

81 George Wendt 

The O.A.R.S. 

Family of 

Companies 

209-736-

4677 
PO Box 67 Angels Camp CA 95222 info@oars.com 

82 Philip Strobel US EPA 
800-227-

8917 

1595 Wynkoop 

Street 
Denver CO 80202  

83 Floyd Johnson BLM       
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April 28, 2014 
  
 
Greg Allington 
McMillen, LLC 
1401 Shoreline Drive, Suite 100 
Boise, Idaho  83702 
 
 
Dear Mr Allington: 
 
On behalf of Holiday River Expeditions, a river outfitting company that has been providing 
guided backcountry river trips in Utah for the past 47 years. We feel the "replace in place with 
boat passages" is the best alternative in the draft EIS for the Green River Diversion 
Rehabilitation Project.  
 
We would like to express our support  of the center boat passage design as this location makes 
the most sense for several reasons and helps to preserve the navigability aspect of the river as 
required by the federal courts.  We feel the center passage is a better alternative to the left side 
boat passage.  The deposition fan of rocks and material that has and will continue to accumulate 
from Tusher Wash on the east side could inhibit boat passage in the future and would very likely 
cause that side to be unusable in lower water levels.  It appears the location of the center passage 
(or slightly west of center) should allow for the greatest range of access for boats over the dam. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments 
 
 
Go with the flow, 
 
Tim 
 
Tim Gaylord 
Holiday River Expeditions 
Director of Operations 
tim@bikeraft.com 
 
 
 
 
 

~ 544 East 3900 South ~ Salt Lake City, Utah ~ 84107 ~ 801.266.2087 ~ 
~ holiday@bikeraft.com ~ www.bikeraft.com ~ 
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Comments of the Draft EIS for the Green River Diversion Dam 

 

Section Page Comment 
Tables S-1and 4-

1 
Xvi, 4-2 Water Resources row, Under the no action there would 

be no temporary effects from construction 
Tables S-1 and 

4-1 
Xviii,4-4 Visual quality, Under the no action there would be no 

temporary effects from construction 
2.6.4.1 2-34 To totally understand the Green River as a “wild and 

scenic “ river the fact that the river is suitable from Sand 
Wash to Nefertiti should be added 

Tables S-1 and 
4-1 

Xvii, and 4-3 Socio econ: Could add to the impacts under both action 
alternatives a more reliable supply of water for irrigation 
of crops and hydropower 

Table 4-2 4-11 The total water demand of 1,066 does not agree with 
page 3-4 of 1,125 
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The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), with the Utah De-
partment of Agriculture and Food (UDAF), announces the availability of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describing the proposed reha-
bilitation of the Green River/Tusher Diversion in Green River, UT. The 
project is being funded by the Emergency Watershed Protection Program 
(EWP) and the Draft EIS has been prepared in compliance with the Nation-
al Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) per 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508.  

You are invited to attend a Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
public meeting which will describe the alternatives analyzed and potential 
impacts to the environment for the project. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting 
Date: April 10, 2014 - Thursday 
Time: Open House: 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM (MST) 
Place: John Wesley Powell River History Museum 
 1765 East Main Street, Green River, UT 

Copies of the Draft EIS are available for public review at: 
 
NRCS Price Field Office, 540 West Price River Drive, Price, UT 
Grand County Public Library, 257 East Center Street, Moab, UT 
Green River City Hall, 460 East Main Street, Green River, UT 
John Wesley Powell River History Museum, 1765 East Main Street, 
Green River, UT    
An electronic copy of the Draft EIS is available at http://
www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/ut/programs/planning/ewpp or 
by searching for “NRCS Utah EWP” and selecting the Green River/
Tusher Diversion Rehabilitation link. 
Comments may be submitted during the public comment period starting 
March 14, 2014 and ending on April 30, 2014 to: 
 
Mail: Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 
 c/o McMillen, LLC,  
 1401 Shoreline Drive, Boise ID  83702 
Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 
Fax: (208) 342-4216   
Phone: (208) 342-4214 ext. 318 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
OF AVAILABILITY 



USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service-Utah 

  Wallace F. Bennett Federal Building 

  125 S. State Street – Room 4010 

           Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1100 
 

Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project – Draft EIS Notice of Availability 

 

March 14 , 2014 

 

Dear Interested Parties: 

 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), with 

the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF) as 

the project sponsor, is announcing the availability of a Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describing the 

proposed rehabilitation of the Green River/Tusher 

Diversion Dam in Green River, Utah. The proposed project 

is located approximately 6.6 miles north of the city of 

Green River on North Long Street.  You are invited to 

comment on the project and attend a public meeting 
which will describe the alternatives analyzed and potential 

impacts to the environment. 

 

Draft EIS Public Comment Period 

Open: Friday, March 14, 2014  

Close: Wednesday, April 30, 2014  

 

Draft EIS Public Meeting 

Date: Thursday, April 10, 2014 

Time: 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. (MST) 

Place: John Wesley Powell River History Museum 

1765 East Main Street, Green River, UT 

 

Hard copies of the Draft EIS have been distributed to the 

following publicly accessible facilities for review:  

 

 NRCS Price Field Office, 540 W Price River Drive, Price, Utah 

 Grand County Public Library, 257 E Center Street, Moab, Utah 

 Green River City Hall, 460 E Main Street, Green River, Utah 

 John Wesley Powell River History Museum, 1765 E Main Street, Green River, Utah 

 

Electronic copies of the Draft EIS are available on the project website: 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/ut/programs/planning/ewpp 

 

More project specific information is available by contacting Greg Allington (McMillen, LLC) with the 

project team by phone at (208) 342-4214 or email at greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com.  

 

Draft EIS 

 

The purpose of the proposed action is to rehabilitate the existing Green River Diversion Dam. The project 

will rehabilitate the diversion due to damage caused by past flood events, upgrade the dam infrastructure 

to current design standards, maintain the level of water delivery to the existing water rights holders, and 

comply with applicable Federal rules and regulations.  The need for the project is to maintain existing 

functions of the diversion dam for water delivery to water rights holders (irrigation canals and a local 

powerhouse). 

 

 

Green River, UT 

Diversion 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com
mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com


 

 

 

 
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project – Draft EIS Notice of Availability Page 2 

 
The following alternatives were analyzed in detail in the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Draft EIS: 

 

 No Action 

 Replace In Place 

 Replace In Place With Passages 

 

Public Participation 

 

The participation of the public is a vital component of the project so that those who are interested in or 

potentially affected by the proposed project have an opportunity to share their comments, ideas, and 

concerns regarding actions during the Draft EIS stage of the NEPA process. In order to provide the public 

with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS, NRCS has opened a public comment period. You are 

encouraged to attend the public meeting and express your comments, ideas, and concerns.  You may also 

submit your comments via letter, email or fax anytime during the public comment period.  For comments 

to be considered and to become part of the public record for the project, we need to receive them by the 

end of the day on Wednesday, April 30, 2014. 

 

Please mail your written comments to: 

 

 Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

 c/o McMillen, LLC – Greg Allington 

1401 Shoreline Drive 

Boise, ID 83702 

 

You may also submit comments by email, phone or fax to McMillen: 

Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 

Phone: (208) 342-4214 

Fax:  (208) 342-4216 

After receiving comments by the end of the day on Wednesday, April 30, 2014, the NRCS will 

review the comments, select a Preferred Alternative, and prepare the Final EIS.  You may also visit the 

project website at  http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/ut/programs/planning/ewpp or perform 

an internet search for “NRCS Utah EWP” and select the Green River/Tusher Diversion Rehabilitation 

link to check on the status of the project, view an electronic copy of the Draft EIS, and download project 

related documents during the course of the NEPA analysis. 

 

The project team values your feedback and encourages you to contact us with questions and comments 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Bronson Smart 

NRCS State Engineer 

 

cc: Anthony Beals – NRCS 

Norm Evenstad – NRCS 

Thayne Mickelson – UDAF 

 

Roger Barton – UACD 

Greg Allington – McMillen, LLC 

Dan Axness – McMillen, LLC 

 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com
http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html


Notice of Upcoming Draft EIS – NRCS Green River/Tusher Diversion Rehabilitation 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), with the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food 

(UDAF) as  the project sponsor, has prepared a Draft Environmental  Impact Statement  (EIS) describing 

the proposed rehabilitation of the Green River/Tusher Diversion Dam in Green River, Utah.  

 The Draft EIS comment period will be open from March 14, 2014 until April 30, 2014.  

 The Draft EIS public meeting will be held at  the  John Wesley Powell River History Museum  in 

Green River, Utah on April 10, 2014 from 6:00 – 8:00 pm (MST). 

An  electronic  copy  will  be  available  for  download  on  March  14,  2014  on  the  project  website  at 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/ut/programs/planning/ewpp 
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SECTION 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and Utah Department of Agriculture and 
Food (UDAF), as the project sponsor, are analyzing alternatives to repair damage to the Green 
River diversion structure from the late 2010 and early 2011 (2010/2011) flood events.  The 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is proposing to install a fish barrier as part of 
this project, through funding from the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR), at the 
entrance to the west irrigation and hydropower plant canal to prevent Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) listed fish species from entering the canal and/or hydropower plant. 
 
NRCS, as the lead federal agency, is initiating the NEPA analysis in the form of an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze impacts to the natural and human environment from 
this project.  The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) is proposing to fund the installation of the 
fish barrier and is a cooperating agency in the NEPA analysis.  The EA will comprise of the 
following elements: 
 

• Alternatives analysis of potential options for structure rehabilitation; 
• Detailed analysis of resources that may be affected for each of the alternatives that may 

satisfy the purpose and need for the project; 
• Identification of potential mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential impacts; 

and 
• A plan of public participation and government agency coordination throughout 

development of the EA. 
 
The participation of the public is a vital component of the project so that those who are interested 
in or potentially affected by proposed alternatives have an opportunity to share their concerns and 
provide input regarding the EA during the initial stages of the process.  This Scoping Report 
outlines the comments received from the agencies and general public during the scoping process. 
 
1.1 Project Purpose and Need 
 
The Green River diversion structure was constructed in the early 1900’s and has been modified 
over the years to maintain the structure.  During the 2010/2011 flood events, flows in the Green 
River caused severe damage to the diversion structure compromising its structural integrity.  If 
the dam fails water service to two irrigation canals, a historic irrigation water delivery system and 
one hydropower plant would be eliminated. Repairing the dam would directly result in these 
resources remaining open and usable.  The purpose and need of the project is to maintain existing 
functions of the diversion dam for water delivery to irrigation canals and the powerhouse. 
 
1.2 Scoping Goals and Objectives 
 
The main goal of public participation is to involve a diverse group of public and government 
agency participants to solicit input and provide timely information throughout the NEPA review 
process regarding their concerns for the project and the proposed alternatives.  The main goals are 
to 1) establish ongoing communication with stakeholders, agencies and the general public, 2) 
educate the public about the environmental review process and each party’s role, 3) evaluate the 
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effectiveness of public participation activities on a continual basis and utilize the most effective 
techniques throughout the NEPA process, and 4) document all public and government agency 
input. 
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SECTION 2 
SCOPING PROCESS SUMMARY 

2.0 Scoping Overview 
 
Scoping questions, comments and concerns were requested from the public and government 
agencies during the preliminary scoping period via written submittal of comments.  The following 
summarizes the scoping process and efforts made to engage the public and government agencies. 
 
2.1 Scoping Terms 
 
The following terms were used during the scoping process to identify specific actions: 
 

• Comment
• 

: a distinct statement or question about a topic or issue relating to the project. 
Comment Category

• 
: a topic to which a comment is addressed. 

Comment Document

• 

: a written version of comment(s) submitted by a commenter.  One 
comment document may contain multiple comments. 
Commenter

 
: an individual, organization or agency providing one or more comments. 

2.2 Scoping Schedule 
 
The following dates outline the milestones for the scoping process: 
 

• October 30, 2012: Scoping Notice Mailed and Scoping Period Opened 
• November 5, 2012: Poster Display Boards Placed in Community Gathering Places 
• November 6, 2012: Public Notice Published in the Emery County Progress and Sun 

Advocate Newspapers 
• November 8, 2012: Public Notice Published in the Moab Times-Independent Newspaper 
• November 13, 2012: Public Notice Published in the Emery County Progress and Sun 

Advocate Newspapers 
• November 15, 2012: Public Notice Published in the Moab Times-Independent 

Newspaper 
• November 15, 2012: Scoping Meeting 
• November 30, 2012: Scoping Period Closed 

 
2.3 Scoping Notice 
 
A scoping notice was prepared and sent to interested parties and regulatory agencies on Oct. 30, 
2012.  The list of recipients was prepared by the NRCS, UDAF, Utah Association of 
Conservation Districts (UACD), and the local Green River irrigators.  The scoping notice gave a 
description of the project, location and overview, purpose and need, identified preliminary 
scoping issues, and requested public participation.  The scoping notice also identified the location 
of public meetings, contact information to submit written comments, and the scoping period 
closure date.  A copy of the scoping notice is attached in Appendix A. The scoping notice was 
also posted on the NRCS website. 
 
Public notices were published in the Moab Times-Independent, Sun Advocate and Emery County 
Progress newspapers announcing the project and public meeting.  Copies of the newspaper 
scoping notices are attached in Appendix B. 
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A poster display ad was placed at government buildings and various businesses and other 
community gathering places in the project area (Green River, Emery County and Grand County).  
A copy of the poster ad is attached in Appendix C. 
 
2.4 Scoping Meeting 
 
The primary purpose of the scoping meeting was to gather input and feedback on the project’s 
purpose and need statement, potential alternatives for consideration, environmental issues to be 
addressed in the EA, methodologies to be used to evaluate impacts, and the overall public 
participation process.  To gather as broad an audience as possible, a combined government 
agency and general public scoping meeting was held Nov. 15, 2012 from 6:00 PM to 9:00 PM at 
City Hall in Green River, Utah.  The scoping meeting presentation can be found in Appendix D. 
 
There were 34 attendees at the public meeting.  Participants were invited to submit comments in 
writing either at the meeting or subsequently by mail, fax or e-mail during the scoping comment 
period.  Attendance at the meeting was counted using a sign-in sheet that is located in Appendix 
E.  Comment cards were handed out at the meeting which also provided a blank space to submit 
written comments. 
 

 
 
 
 
2.5 Scoping Mailing List 
 
The mailing list was prepared by the NRCS, UDAF, UACD, and local Green River irrigators to 
inform the government agencies and general public about the scoping process for the project.  A 
total of 69 mailings were sent to government agencies and 316 mailings were sent to the public. 
 

Scoping Meeting – November 15, 2012 
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SECTION 3 
SCOPING COMMENTS 

 
3.0 Scoping Meeting 

 
The combined agency/public scoping meeting was conducted on Nov. 15, 2012 from 6:00PM to 
9:00PM.  

 

There were 34 attendees at this meeting and there were two (2) written comments 
submitted. 

The following project personnel were in attendance for the public meeting. 
 

Name Organization Title 
Norm Evenstad NRCS Water Resource Coordinator 
Anthony Beals NRCS EWP Specialist 
Chris Christiansen NRCS EWP Engineer 
Bob Normal BOR Project Manager 
Terry Stroh BOR NEPA Specialist 
Roger Barton UACD Resource Coordinator 
Thayne Mickelson UDAF Conservation and Resource Manager 
Kevin McAbee USFWS Fish Biologist 
Dan Axness McMillen, LLC Project Manager 
Greg Allington McMillen, LLC  NEPA Specialist 

 
3.1 Written Comments 
 
The scoping period officially opened on October 30, 2012 and ended on November 30, 2012 for a 
total of 32 days.  Written comments could have been submitted via mail, e-mail, facsimile, or 
comment card. 
 

 

There were eleven (11) written scoping comments received from a commenter via comment 
document during the scoping period for the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation project.  
Written comments are presented in Appendix E. 

3.2 Comment Categories 
 
Each of the comments was separated into comment categories to identify the nature of the 
comment.  The following categories were created for scoping and are listed below.  Specific 
comment details are listed in the Open House Comment Matrix in Appendix E. 
 

• Fish Passage 

• Boat Passage 

• E-Barrier 

• Sediment 
• Water Wheel 

• Funding 

• Construction Alternatives 

• Agriculture 

• History 
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USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service-Utah 
  Wallace F. Bennett Federal Building 
  125 S. State Street – Room 4010 
  Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1100 

 

 
October 30, 2012 

 
Dear Interested Parties: 
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 
in cooperation with Utah Department of Agriculture 
and Food as the project sponsor, are proposing to 
address flood damage on the Green River diversion 
structure in Green River, Utah.  The proposed project is 
located approximately 6.6 miles north of the city of 
Green River on North Long Road.  You are invited to 
attend a public meeting where a wide range of 
conceptual alternatives addressing damage 
rehabilitation to the Green River diversion structure 
will be presented and discussed at the meeting. 
 
 
When: Thursday November 15, 2012 
Time: Formal Presentation: 6 p.m. – 6:45 p.m. 

Informal Open House: 6:45 p.m. – 9 p.m. 
Where: Green River City Hall 
 460 East Main St 

Green River, Utah 84525 
 
More project specific information is available by 
contacting Greg Allington (McMillen, LLC) with the 
project team by phone at 208-342-4214 or email at 
greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com.  
…………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………….. 
 
Environmental Assessment Introduction 
 
The NRCS is proposing to partially fund, through the Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) program, 
a project to address and reduce flood damage to the existing Green River diversion structure.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations at 
40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 require an evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with federal 
projects and actions.  The project will require an environmental analysis and the environmental impacts 
will be documented in the form of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project. 
 
Project Purpose and Need 
 
In accordance with the rehabilitation provisions of the NRCS’s EWP program, the area is eligible for 
rehabilitation funding due to recent flood damage in late 2010 and early 2011.  The purpose of the project 
is to rehabilitate the structure so it continues to function as originally intended. 
 
Public Participation 
 
The participation of the public is a vital component of the project so that those who are interested in or 
potentially affected by the proposed project have an opportunity to share their comments, ideas, and 
concerns regarding actions during the initial scoping stage of the NEPA process. You are encouraged to 
attend the public meeting and express your comments, ideas, and concerns.  You may also submit your 

Green River 

Diversion 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com�
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comments via letter, email or fax anytime during the public comment period.  For comments to be 
considered and to become part of the public record for the projects, we need to receive them by close-of-
business on November 30, 2012. 
 
Please mail your written comments to: 
 
 Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 
 c/o McMillen, LLC – Greg Allington 

1401 Shoreline Drive 
Boise, ID 83702 

 
You may also submit comments by email, phone or fax to McMillen: 

Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 
Phone: 208-342-4214 
Fax:  208-342-4216 

After receiving comments by close-of-business on November 30, 2012, the NRCS will begin reviewing 
the comments and reviewing conceptual alternatives for analysis in the EA. Preliminary resource 
concerns identified during this initial project scoping process will also be addressed in the EA. 
 
You may also visit the project website at http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html to check 
on the status of the project and download project related documents during the course of the NEPA 
analysis. 
 
The project team values your feedback and encourages you to attend the open house on November 15, 
2012. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bronson Smart 
NRCS State Engineer 
 
cc: Norm Evenstad – NRCS 

Chris Christiansen – NRCS 
Thayne Mickelson – UDAF 
Roger Barton – UACD 
Dan Axness – McMillen, LLC 

 Greg Allington – McMillen, LLC 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com�
http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html�
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Times-Independent
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OPEN HOUSE POSTER DISPLAY AD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), in cooperation with Utah    
Department of Agriculture and Food as the project sponsor, are proposing to address 
flood damage on the Green River Diversion Structure under the Emergency           
Watershed Protection program.  The proposed project will require an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

You are invited to attend a public scoping meeting where a wide range 
of conceptual alternatives addressing damage rehabilitation to the Green 
River Diversion Structure (Tusher Wash Diversion) will be presented and 
discussed at the meeting.  Interested parties may voice their comments, 
ideas, and concerns to the project sponsors during this meeting. 

When: November 15, 2012 - Thursday 
Time: 6:00 PM to 9:00 PM 
Where: Green River City Hall 
  460 East Main St, Green River, Utah  

Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 
Phone: (208) 342-4214 ext. 318 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 

More information is available by contacting McMillen, LLC with the project team. 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com�
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NRCS Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP)
Green River Diversion Rehabilitation
Environmental AssessmentEnvironmental Assessment

Public Open HousePublic Open House

November 15, 2012

Project Team

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS)

Lead Funding Agency

Bureau of Reclamation
(BOR)

Cooperating Funding Agency

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food
(UDAF)

Project Sponsor

McMillen, LLC
NEPA Project Manager/Concept Design
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NRCS EWP Process Review

Norm Evenstad – NRCS

– Water Resource Coordinator

Utah State: $70 million+ in 2012– Utah State: $70 million+ in 2012

– Flood, Wind and Fire Damage

NRCS ‐ EWP Review

• Green River Diversion 

• Damaged by Floods of 2011
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Project Review

Dan Axness – McMillen, LLC

– Concept Design Project Manager

Project Vicinity 
Map
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Project 
Overview Map

2010/2011 Flood Damage Map
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Photos

West End of Diversion

East End of Diversion

Photos

East End of Diversion Damage to Waterwheel  
Raceway (looking u/s)

East End of Diversion Damage to Waterwheel  
Raceway (looking d/s)
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Photos

West End of Diversion Damage to Diversion 
Dam (looking u/s)

West End of Diversion Damage to Diversion 
Dam (looking u/s)

Photos

Damage to Slide Gate West End of Dam 
(looking u/s)

Damage to Concrete West End of 
Diversion
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Photos

Damage to Concrete West End of Diversion

Damage to Concrete and Entrance to 
Raceway West End of Diversion

Conceptual Project Alternatives

• No Action

• Rehabilitate Diversion (4 Options)

• Diversion Decommissioning

• Fish Passage Upstream/Downstream

• Boat Passage Upstream/Downstream

• Electric Fish Barrier
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Conceptual Project Alternatives
• Rehabilitate Diversion Options

– Repair Existing Diversionp g

– Replace Existing Diversion

– Replace Existing Diversion Downstream

– Replace Existing Diversion Upstream

Electric Fish Barrier

• Deter fish from swimming down powerhouse 
d i i ti land irrigation canal raceway

EXAMPLE
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Fish Passage

• Endangered and Threatened 
Fi h S i

Razorback Sucker

Fish Species

• Downstream: Notches in Dam

• Upstream: Passage System

Colorado Pikeminnow

• Electronic Tag Reader Humpback Chub

Bonytail

National Environmental Policy Act

Greg Allington – McMillen, LLC
– NEPA Project Manager

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
(Public Law 91‐190) and the Council on Environmental 
Qualities regulations at 40 CFR Parts 1500‐1508
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NRCS NEPA

• Environmental analysis required for major 
f d l tifederal actions.

• The NRCS is the funding agency for the 
diversion dam rehabilitation project (75%).

• The project sponsor provides the remaining 
25% cost‐share for the diversion dam25% cost‐share for the diversion dam 
rehabilitation project.

BOR NEPA

• Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish 
R PRecovery Program

• The BOR is the funding agency for the electric 
fish barrier project (100%)

• The US Fish and Wildlife Service is providing 
technical oversight of the barriertechnical oversight of the barrier
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NEPA Requirements

• Environmental Assessment (EA)

– NRCS and BOR NEPA requirements

– Analysis looks at potential impacts to the natural 
and man‐made environment

NEPA Requirements

• NEPA Process

S i– Scoping

• Express initial concerns and suggest alternatives to be 
considered

– Draft EA

• Public review of alternatives and environmental impacts

– Final EAFinal EA

• Proposed alternative published to public

– Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

• Project approval by NRCS and BOR
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Typical Scoping Concerns

• Project Purpose and Need

• Design Alternatives

– Including a No‐Action Alternative

• Natural Environment

• Man‐made Environment

• Mitigation

Scoping Comments

• Formal comments may be submitted by:

– Email

– Written Letter

– Comment Card

– Oral

• Scoping Report: Summarizes issuesScoping Report: Summarizes issues, 
alternatives and concerns from the public
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Schedule

• NEPA Environmental Assessment

– Start: September 2012

– Public Scoping Comment End: Nov. 30, 2012

– Draft EA Public Comment: March 2013

– FONSI: Late Summer 2013

• ConstructionConstruction

– Start: Late Fall 2013

– End Early Spring 2014

NEPA Contact Information

• Please contact Greg Allington with McMillen 
project with questions and comments:project with questions and comments:

– Phone: 208‐342‐4214

– Fax: 208‐342‐4216

E il i @ ill ll– Email: greenriver@mcmillen‐llc.com

– Address: 1401 Shoreline Drive
Boise, ID 83702
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Informal Questions

??????
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Comment Category Comment Commenter
Don't Do 1
Boat passage not needed, boat ramps up and downstream of dam 9, 11
Government focusing on small sector of private boating so companies can get money, focus on what benefits the 
majority, not private companies

3

Create boat ramp upstream of dam for boaters 3
Concentrate on fish flow 1
Did the current dam cause extinct/endangered fish species? 3

E Barrier Maintenance, operations and liability directly to BOR and F&WL, not canal, conservation or local landowners
2

 Any alternative would still require a sluicing system, at high flows the gates will be left open 24/7 and low flows only bi-
weekly

3

Add gates by the pump house to remove sediment from the raceway quicker
7

Large gates should be added so sediment can be washed downstream
7

 The water wheel should receive it's 60cfs at the height of the dam and with the dam having a matched curve to fit the 
water wheel to maintain energy flows

7

Thaynes' sluicing doing more good  before the generator than all smaller gates downstream 3
Spend the money where it benefits the most 3
Do the dam with the funds on hand 4
Fulfill other's wishes when funds become available 4

The Bureau of Reclamation should be consulted to provide further funding opportunities via the WaterSMART 
       

10

Stay within grandfather clause with the fish protection expenses, cannot have any changes that will burden the Green 
River Canal Co.

7

Comparative financial analysis of diversion dam vs. pumping station 10

Replace existing dam or build new one downstream 3

Green River needs to have their own dam, because they already have the rights. 5

Power turbines should be added to the dam to supply power to Green River 6,7,11

Desilting basin could be built above the flood plain to reduce cause of sediment removal and reduce wear to water 
works and sprinklers

10

Funding

Construction Alternatives

Commenters and Commenter Reference Numbers

Boat Passage

Fish Passage

Sediment 

Water Wheel



The City of Green River should pursue a hydro-power plant adjacent to the dam with the ability to expand into nuclear 
power in the future

8

A pumping station would include saving from protecting the overall investment from the damages that may be caused 
by a maximum flood event, reduce fish mortality and drift wood snag

10

Intermittent overflow from floods on a raised dam height can be handled by a raceway that can compensate for the 
increased height

7

Repair existing dam only if it would remain effective, secure and stable 9

Combine fish passage, boat passage and E-Barrier at the west side of raceway, add 5 gates downstream of the 125ft E-
Barrier  to flush sediment, the passage can also be used as a place to skim trash 7

Widen the raceway to 75ft 7
Include a pumping station alternative with the goal of decommissioning the current dam 10

Replace the dam and move upstream away from the Tusher Wash drainage 10
Agriculture Farms upstream can sustain flooding if water level was raised too much. 9

History The Green River has experienced flood events far exceeding the 2011, 43,700 cfs flood and should be built to 
withstand 19th century flows projected at 100,000-300,000 cfs

10

Construction Alternatives

























From: Von Bowerman
To: Dan Axness
Subject: Re: FW: Draft email to project team - Green River/Tusher Wash
Date: Sunday, November 25, 2012 8:28:34 AM

Hi Dan

The public meeting on Nov. 15, 2012 went well. Good work conducting the meeting.
These comments are my own and are not voted on by the Green River Canal Board.

1) The most important issue is to stay in the grandfathered clause with the fish protection expenses. We can
not have any changes that will put the burden to the G.R.Canal Co., or any water rights before 1988 date.

2) Low water height, to raise the diversion dam a foot has a long list of benefits. With the only down fall is the
high water level that only happens about every ten years and this can be handled with by having a over flow
area along the raceway bank on the green river side that is long enough to compensate for the increased
height.

3) The water wheel has first right to Its 60 C.F.S.,it needs a slot the will let out that flow rate at a  low river
level. But  i think that the water wheel would work best if the wheel receives the 60 c.f.s.at the height of the
dam and had a curve that matched the wheel in order to keep the energy from the water it is getting, put to
better use. If the people owning the water wheel will agree to receiving the 60 c.f.s at a higher level it would be
better for everybody, but that is not our problem, just the slot at the dam.

4) Sediment up stream of the dam needs to be able to be flushed down stream at some point in time when the
sediment gets buildup, like right now. So some large gates that could be opened in low river flow to accomplish
letting the sediment wash down river. Dropping the sediment out first in the river and having the raceway be
the second place to catch sediment , the canals be the last place to have to deal sediment would be a big
improvement.

5) E-Barrier, gates, trash skimmer, boat passage, and fish passage on the west side at the head of the race
way will work best if combined together. A) The E-Barrier needs to be long enough, so the flow is slower for
the fish to get away easier. Also it can not hinder the flow into the raceway. B) If the e-barrier was 125 feet
long and we put five, 25 foot radial gates a few feet up stream of the e-barrier, this would work as gates to the
raceway and then we could flush the sediment off of the e-barrier by opening one gate at a time to remove
sediment that will get build up. Also, we could use the same radial gates as the skimmer for trash coming down
the river by lowering the radial gates a foot or so down in the top of the water. C) Having the boat/fish passage
in line with the e-barrier, so the slot in the dam for the boat/fish can double as a place for the trash from the
skimmer to pass over the dam easier. D) Sediment collected in the raceway needs to be handled faster when
we need to flush it out. So if we had a large gates  placed down by the pump house, this would help in
removing sediment in the raceway, also when we have a flooding problem this gate would help relieve water
height passing over the dam. In 2011 the small radial gates that we have now do not come clear out of the
water and have more of a problem getting plugged up. That also makes them a lot harder to clean trees and
other trash away from the gates.

6) I feel the raceway needs to be wider, from 50 feet to 75 feet at least down to where the hill starts becoming
a issue. Now the 50 foot structure with the 8 gates is a bottle neck in the flow we need. In 2011 flooding, the 8
gate structure became plugged with trees and junk that came from the river, this caused the dam to have more
flow going over it, that added to more flooding problems up river. How ever if the trees and trash was not
caught at the 8 gates it would of plugged up are small radial gates at the pump house. That could of been
even a bigger problem, if the raceway may of not held the extra pressure from the water height in the raceway.
This is also a benefit to having a large gate at the pump house area to handle more water during flooding
times.

Please let me know if you got this e-mail. Thanks Von
&a

mp;a mp;a mp;n bsp; Thu, 11/8/12, Dan Axness <Dan.axness@mcmillen-llc.com> wrote:
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SECTION 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Utah Department of Agriculture 
and Food (UDAF), as the project sponsor, are analyzing alternatives to repair damage to the 
Green River diversion structure from the late 2010 and early 2011 (2010/2011) flood events.  The 
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery program (Recovery Program) is proposing to 
install a fish barrier as part of this project at the entrance to the west irrigation and hydropower 
plant canal to prevent Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed fish species from entering the canal 
and/or hydropower plant.  The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR) are representing the Recovery Program by providing 
technical oversight of the fish barrier design and installation. 
 
In August 2012, NRCS, as the lead federal agency, initiated the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) analysis in the form of an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential 
impacts to the natural and human environment from this project.  An initial project scoping period 
for the elements to be addressed in the EA was opened for 32 days (October 30 through 
November 30, 2012).  A public meeting attended by 34 participants was held November 15, 2012 
to gather input and feedback on the project’s purpose and need statement, potential alternatives 
for consideration, environmental issues to be addressed, methodologies to be used to evaluate 
impacts, and the overall public participation process.  Eleven written comments were received 
and were included in the 1st Scoping Report titled Final Green River Diversion Rehabilitation – 
Environmental Assessment Scoping Report issued December 19, 2012. 
 
Following the first scoping period, further consultation was performed with the Utah State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
NRCS determined that the dam is 90+ years old and may be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Any modifications to the dam may be considered an "adverse effect", 
which may make it ineligible for listing after rehabilitation.  Some of the impacts to the diversion 
dam from the rehabilitation alternatives may be considered "significant" to cultural resources and 
as a result, NRCS has decided to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
project instead of the previously-proposed EA.  The EIS will comply with the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s regulations at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, which require an evaluation of 
potential environmental impacts associated with federal projects and actions. 
 
Participation of the public is a vital component of the project so that those who are interested in or 
potentially affected by proposed alternatives have an opportunity to share their comments, ideas, 
and concerns regarding actions during the scoping stage of the NEPA process.  To provide the 
public with an opportunity to comment on the preparation of the EIS and a second opportunity to 
comment on the overall project, NRCS opened a second public scoping period.  The second 
scoping period was opened from May 29, 2013 and closed on July 2, 2013.  This EIS Scoping 
Report presents the comments received from the agencies and the general public during the 2nd 
scoping period. 
 
1.1 Project Purpose and Need 
 
The Green River diversion structure was constructed in the early 1900s and has been modified 
over the years to maintain the structure.  During the 2010/2011 flood events, flows in the Green 
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River caused severe damage to the diversion structure, compromising its structural integrity.  If 
the dam failed, water service to two irrigation canals, a historic irrigation water delivery system, 
and a hydropower plant would be eliminated. Repairing the dam would directly result in these 
resources remaining open and usable.  The purpose of the project is to rehabilitate the existing 
diversion dam.  The need for the project is to maintain existing functions of the diversion dam for 
water delivery to irrigation canals and the hydropower plant’s powerhouse. 
 
1.2 Scoping Goals and Objectives 
 
The main goal of public participation is to involve a diverse group of public and government 
agency participants in order to solicit input and provide timely information throughout the NEPA 
review process regarding their concerns about the project and the proposed alternatives.  The 
main goals are to (1) establish ongoing communication with stakeholders, agencies, and the 
general public; (2) educate the public about the environmental review process and each party’s 
role; (3) evaluate the effectiveness of public participation activities on a continual basis and 
utilize the most effective techniques throughout the NEPA process; and (4) document all public 
and government agency input. 
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SECTION 2 
SCOPING PROCESS SUMMARY 

 
2.0 Scoping Overview 
 
Scoping questions, comments, and concerns were requested from the public and government 
agencies during the 2nd scoping period.  The following summarizes the scoping process and 
efforts made to engage the public and government agencies. 
 
2.1 Scoping Terms 
 
The following terms were used during the scoping process to identify specific actions: 
 

• Comment: a distinct statement, question about a topic, or issue relating to the project. 
• Comment Category: a topic to which a comment is addressed. 
• Comment Document: a written version of comment(s) submitted by a commenter.  One 

comment document may contain multiple comments. 
• Commenter: an individual, organization, or agency providing one or more comments. 

 
2.2 Scoping Schedule 
 
The following dates outline the milestones for the scoping process: 
 

May 28, 2013 Public notice published in the Emery County Progress and the Sun 
Advocate newspapers 

May 28, 2013 Scoping notice mailed and emailed to interested parties 

May 29, 2013 2nd scoping period opened 

May 29, 2013 Public notice published in the Salt Lake Tribune newspaper 

May 30, 2013 Public notice published in the Daily Herald and Moab Times newspapers 

June 3, 2013 An Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Green 
River/Tusher Diversion Dam Rehabilitation Project, Emery/Grand County, 
UT published in the Federal Register, Vol. 78, No. 106 

June 4, 2013 Public notice published a second time in the Emery County Progress and 
the Sun Advocate newspapers 

June 5, 2013 Public notice published a second time in the Daily Herald  

June 6, 2013 Public notice published a second time in the Moab Times newspaper 

June 12, 2013 Two public telebriefings conducted consisting of a formal presentation 
(2:00–2:45 pm MDT and 6:00–6:45 pm MDT), each followed by an 
informal question and answer session 

June 21, 2013 Website updated and email sent to interested parties to announce the 
extension of the 2nd scoping period closing date to July 2, 2013  

July 2, 2013 2nd scoping period closed 
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2.3 Scoping Notice 
 
A scoping notice was prepared and sent to interested parties and regulatory agencies on May 28, 
2013.  The list of recipients was prepared by NRCS, UDAF, the Utah Association of 
Conservation Districts (UACD), and the local Green River irrigators.  The scoping notice 
identified the project and its location, the projects’ purpose, and the reasons for preparing an EIS.  
The scoping notice requested public participation, listed the opening and closing dates for the 
scoping period, and provided information about the two public telebriefings (date, times, and call 
number) describing the current status of the project.  In addition, the scoping notice listed contact 
information for submitting written comments.  A copy of the scoping notice is attached in 
Appendix A. The scoping notice was also posted on the NRCS project website 
(http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/green_river/index.html). 
 
As noted in Section 2.2, public notices were published in the Salt Lake Tribune, Moab Times-
Independent, Daily Herald, Sun Advocate, and Emery County Progress newspapers identifying 
the project and providing information about the public telebriefings.  On June 3, 2013, a Notice of 
Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Green River/Tusher Diversion Dam 
Rehabilitation Project, Emery/Grand County, UT was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 78, 
No. 106.  Copies of the newspaper scoping notices are attached in Appendix B, and the Federal 
Register Notice of Intent is attached in Appendix C. 
 
2.4 Scoping Telebriefings 
 
The primary purpose of the two scoping telebriefings on June 12, 2013 (2:00 pm MDT and 6:00 
pm MDT) was to inform interested parties about the preparation of the EIS and update them 
regarding the status of the overall project.  Interested parties were given the opportunity after the 
formal presentation to ask questions and provide comments on the preparation of the EIS and 
overall project.  In order to gather as broad an audience as possible, two separate telebriefings 
were held (see Section 2.2).  McMillen, LLC gave a presentation regarding the project and NEPA 
process at the beginning of each telebriefing.  Interested parties could have downloaded the 
presentation from the project website prior to the meeting and the presentation is located in 
Appendix D. 
 
Five interested parties and three speakers attended the first telebriefing at 2:00 pm MDT, and six 
interested parties and two speakers attended the second telebriefing 6:00 pm MDT.  Participants 
were invited to submit comments in writing by mail, facsimile, e-mail, or oral comment during 
the 2nd scoping comment period for the project.  Attendance at the meetings was recorded prior 
the meeting by the operator who connected each participant to the telebriefing and this list can be 
found in Appendix D. 
 
2.5 Scoping Mailing List 
 
As mentioned above, the scoping mailing list was prepared by NRCS, UDAF, UACD, and local 
Green River irrigators to inform the government agencies and general public about the 2nd 
scoping period for the project.  A total of 70 mailings were sent to government agencies and 374 
mailings were sent to the general public. 
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SECTION 3 
SCOPING COMMENTS 

 
3.0 Scoping Telebriefings 
 
Two scoping telebriefings were conducted on June 12, 2013 from 2:00 to 2:45 pm MDT and 
again from 6:00 to 6:45 pm MDT.  Each telebriefing was followed by an informal question and 
answer session.  There were zero informal questions asked at either telebriefing. 
 
The following project personnel were in attendance for the telebriefings: 
 

Name Organization Title Telebriefing 
Bronson Smart NRCS State Conservation Engineer 2:00 pm 
Dan Axness McMillen, LLC  Project Manager 2:00 pm and 6:00 pm 
Greg Allington McMillen, LLC  NEPA Manager 2:00 pm and 6:00 pm 

 
3.1 Written Comments 
 
The 2nd scoping period officially opened on May 29, 2013 and ended on July 2, 2013 for a total of 
35 days.  Written comments could be submitted via mail, facsimile, e-mail, or oral comment. 
 
Commenters submitted 39 written comments during the scoping period and zero oral comments.  
Formal written comments are presented in Appendix E. 
 
3.2 Comment Categories 
 
The comments were separated into comment categories to group together similar topics.  The 
categories that were created summarizing the 2nd scoping period are listed below.  Specific 
comment details are listed in the Comment Category Matrix in Appendix E. 
 

• Boat Passage 

• Construction Impacts 
• Dam Rehabilitation 

• Dam Decommission 

• Electrical Barrier 

• Fish Passage 

• Floods 
• Funding/Economics 

• Habitat 

• Historic Preservation 

• Hydropower Plant 

• Irrigation 
• NEPA Process 

• Permits  
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USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service-Utah 
  Wallace F. Bennett Federal Building 
  125 S. State Street – Room 4010 
  Salt Lake City, UT 84138-1100 

 

 
May 28, 2013 

 
Dear Interested Parties: 
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 
with the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food 
(UDAF) as the project sponsor, are proposing to 
address flood damage on the Green River/Tusher 
Diversion Dam in Green River, Utah.  The proposed 
project is located approximately 6.6 miles north of the 
city of Green River on North Long Street.  You are 
invited to comment on the project and attend a 
public Telebriefing which will describe the current 
status of the project. 
 
2nd Scoping Period 
Open: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 (12:00 a.m. MDT) 
Close: Friday, June 28, 2013 (5:00 p.m. MDT) 
 
Telebriefing #1 
When: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 
Time: Formal Presentation: 2:00 p.m. – 2:45 p.m. 

(MDT) 
Informal Q&A: 2:45 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. (MDT) 

Call: (800) 346-7359 (entry code 840561) 
 
Telebriefing #2 
When: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 
Time: Formal Presentation: 6:00 p.m. – 6:45 p.m. 

(MDT) 
Informal Q&A: 8:45 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. (MDT) 

Call: (800) 346-7359 (entry code 840561) 
 
Please call 15 minutes prior to the start of the Telebriefing and an operator will connect you to the 
meeting.  Additional Telebriefing information will be posted to the project website prior to June 12, 2013.  
More project specific information is available by contacting Greg Allington (McMillen, LLC) with the 
project team by phone at (208) 342-4214 or email at greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com.  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Environmental Impact Statement 
 
The NRCS conducted the 1st public scoping period for the project from October 30, 2012 to November 
30, 2012 and a public meeting was held on November 15, 2012 at Green River City Hall in Green River, 
Utah.  After the scoping period closed, NRCS consulted with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act regarding the project.  It was determined that 
the diversion dam may be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and any 
modifications to the dam may be considered an “adverse effect” which may make it ineligible for listing 
after rehabilitation.  Some of the impacts to the diversion dam from conceptual alternatives considered 
may be considered “significant” to cultural resources.  As a result, NRCS has decided to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project instead of an Environment Assessment (EA). 
 
 

Green River, UT 

Diversion 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com�
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Public Participation 
 
The participation of the public is a vital component of the project so that those who are interested in or 
potentially affected by the proposed project have an opportunity to share their comments, ideas, and 
concerns regarding actions during the public scoping stage of the NEPA process. In order to provide the 
public with an opportunity to comment on the preparation of an EIS and a second opportunity to comment 
on the overall project, NRCS has open a second public scoping period.  You are encouraged to attend the 
Telebriefing and express your comments, ideas, and concerns.  You may also submit your comments via 
letter, email or fax anytime during the public comment period.  For comments to be considered and to 
become part of the public record for the project, we need to receive them by close-of-business (5:00 
p.m. MDT) on Friday, June 28, 2013. 
 
Please mail your written comments to: 
 
 Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 
 c/o McMillen, LLC – Greg Allington 

1401 Shoreline Drive 
Boise, ID 83702 

 
You may also submit comments by email, phone or fax to McMillen: 

Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 
Phone: (208) 342-4214 
Fax:  (208) 342-4216 

After receiving comments by close-of-business (5:00 p.m. MDT) on Friday, June 28, 2013, the NRCS 
will begin reviewing the comments and continuing to prepare conceptual alternatives for analysis in the 
EIS. 
 
You may also visit the project website at http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html to check 
on the status of the project and download project related documents during the course of the NEPA 
analysis. 
 
The project team values your feedback and encourages you to attend the Telebriefing on Wednesday, 
June 12, 2013 at 2:00 p.m. or 6:00 p.m. (MDT) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bronson Smart 
NRCS State Engineer 
 
cc: Anthony Beals – NRCS 

Norm Evenstad – NRCS 
Thayne Mickelson – UDAF 
Roger Barton – UACD 
Dan Axness – McMillen, LLC 

 Greg Allington – McMillen, LLC 

mailto:greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com�
http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html�
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Perfect date:

En-gendered to the arts
nights in the valley

Jann Haworth

STAFF

I
f you want to astound your 
date this weekend by display-
ing your vast knowledge of 

women’s issues, or even if you’re 
just up for a good (and free) time, 
Brigham Young University’s Mu-
seum of Art is the place to go. 

A new contemporary exhibi-
tion is set to explore the unique 
gender politics of Utah from the 
perspective of four of the state’s 
top artists. 

“We’re not trying to be criti-
cal or negative about the roles of 
women,” curator Jeff Lambson 
said. “We’re just trying to ask 
some of those tough questions 
and appreciate all aspects of 
women’s work, whether it’s do-
mestic, in the work place or in a 
social sphere.”

“Work to Do” is on display at 
the museum now until Sept. 28 
during regular museum hours. 
For more information on visiting, 
go to moa.byu.edu.

— Kari Kenner

Thursday
Stop holding it and just go 
with the flow: Two tickets 
to see “Urinetown” at Hale 
Center Theater Orem will 
help you make a splash as 
you kick off the weekend.

Friday
Who’s afraid of 
Tyrannosaurus rex? Don’t 
make any sudden moves 
when you sit down to 
watch “Jurassic Park” at 
Movies 8 in Provo.

Saturday
Ride ’em cowboy! Saddle 
up the family minivan and 
head to Springville’s rodeo 
arena (767 W. 1600 South) 
for the 5th annual Art City 
Days Hometown Rodeo. 
Admission is just $10 per 
car, or $5 per person.Pete Widtfeldt 

“Our approach to the pro-
duction itself is quite unique,” 
Sorensen said. “There’s a 
quote I use in my program 
note taken from Friedrich 
Nietzsche which says, ‘Man’s 
maturity: To have regained 
the seriousness that he had 
as a child at play.’ We, as a 
production, are working to 
create a space where we are 
imaginatively creating this 
journey that these children 
go on, and (are) inviting the 
audience to go on it with us 
— asking them to suspend 
their own disbelief and jour-
ney with us.”

According to Sorensen, 
the fact that the show is 
performed as if by young 
neighborhood friends and 
children is just one aspect 
of the creativity involved. 
All props, set and costumes 
were created from found ob-
jects and require a touch of 
imagination to bring to life. 

Collaboration and creativ-
ity form the foundation of 
the show’s direction and 
production.

“We are approaching it 
from the completely col-
laborative idea that anyone 
who is participating can 
make comments on any 
parts of the show, and that 
their ideas will be listened to 
and respected,” he said. “We 
make decisions to use those 
ideas or not collaboratively. 
... The company pretty much 
decides what we want to 
work on when and how. It’s 
an exploration. This show 
has creativity and invites 
people to bring their own 
creativity to the show.”

Sorensen said that despite 
the unique take on the pro-
duction, one thing audience 
members can count on is 
that the show is true to the 
original story.

“We have kept the sto-
ryline intact and it feels to 
me that we have stayed very 
true to her work,” he said. 
“It has values, values that 
resonate with LDS culture 
and Christian culture. Values 

we commend within the mis-
sion of this institution. The 
characters are wonderful, 
it’s fun and it’s a work that 
has shaped people’s thoughts 
and lives for a long time. … 
For more than 40 years it 
has shaped people’s thoughts 
and been a part of how they 
think about life, and it’s still 
very relevant to today.”

The story of “A Wrinkle 
in Time” centers around the 
Murry family, especially 
young Meg and Charles, as 
well as their friend, Calvin 
O’Keefe. In an attempt to 
save their father, who has 
gotten lost while experiment-
ing with time travel, the 
trio must journey through 
the universe and harness 
the power of love to defeat 
the forces of evil that try to 
overcome them.

“Calvin O’Keefe is an older 
boy from school that be-
comes friends with Charles 
and his sister Meg then 
gets toted along for the ride 
across the galaxy and uni-
verse,” said Logan Hayden, 
who portrays Calvin in the 
show. “He doesn’t know 
what’s going on at first and 
he and Meg are both kind of 
shocked by what they see, 
but he’s there to support 
Meg and becomes a part of 
the family eventually.”

Wrinkle
Continued from D1

With such a creative foun-
dation, Hayden said above 
all he hopes audiences can 
take something good away 
from the production. 

“I don’t know if people 
would come expecting some-
thing they’ve already seen 
before, but it’s going to be un-
like anything they’ve seen,” 
he said. “It’s a new experi-
ence and I hope any audience 
member can come look at it 
with a creative eye or just 
appreciate it for what it is. ... 
Imagination and creativity is 
not something we should shy 
away from but something 
we should embrace and seek 
out. Things aren’t always 
as we think they are, and if 
an audience member were 
to feel a renewed desire for 
imagination and creativity in 
their lives, that would make 
me really happy.”

SUMMER 
CONCERT 

LIST 
(Club shows not included)

DEER VALLEY 
AMPHITHEATER

July 4 — Los Lonely Boys, 
Alejandro Escovedo

July 15 — Bruce Hornsby & 
the Noisemakers

July 19 — Steve Martin 
and The Steep Canyon 
Rangers featuring Edie 
Brickell with the Utah 
Symphony

July 20 — Indigo Girls with 
the Utah Symphony

July 30 — Natalie Maines
Aug. 3 — Mandy Patinkin 

with the Utah Symphony
Aug. 4 — Darlene Love and 

Muscle Shoals Live
Aug. 10 — The Music of The 

Rolling Stones with the 
Utah Symphony

Aug. 17 — Lyle Lovett and 
His Large Band

Aug. 24 — Jewel
Aug. 31 — One Republic, 

Churchill

THE DEPOT
June 8 — They Might Be 

Giants
July 7 — Moe
July 10 — Robert Randolph 

and the Family Band
July 13 — Ratt, Lita Ford
July 18 — Jimmy Eat World
Aug. 1 — The Cult
Aug. 24 — Three Days 

Grace

Aug. 31 — Pinback
Sept. 20 — Hanson

ENERGYSOLUTIONS 
ARENA

Saturday — Taylor Swift
Sept. 19 — Muse
Oct. 11 — Josh Groban
Oct. 17 — P!nk
Nov. 14 — Selena Gomez
Nov. 19 — Michael Bublé

THE GREAT SALTAIR
June 21 — Killswitch 

Engage
July 27 — Slightly Stoopid 

& Atmposphere
Aug. 23 — fun.

KINGSBURY HALL
Sept. 24 — Diana Krall

LAVELL EDWARDS 
STADIUM

July 4 — Stadium of Fire 
(Kelly Clarkson, Carly Rae 
Jepsen)

THE MAVERIK CENTER
July 25 — One Direction
Aug. 1 — Megadeth, Black 

Label Society
Aug. 2 — Bruno Mars, and 

Fitz and the Tantrums
Sept. 3 — Rock Allegiance 

Tour (Volbeat, HIM, and 
All That Remains)

RED BUTTE GARDEN
Tonight — Edward Sharpe, 

The Magnetic Zeroes
June 9 — Trombone Shorty 

& Orleans Avenue, 
Big Head Todd and the 
Monsters

June 16 — Grace Potter and 
the Nocturnals

June 19 — Jackson Browne

June 20 — Tony Bennett
June 24 — Tedeschi Trucks 

Band
June 25 — She & Him
July 5 — Old Crow 

Medicine Show
July 9 — Pink Martini
July 12 — Rodrigo y 

Gabriela
July 14 — Brandi Carlile
July 15 — David Byrne & 

St. Vincent
July 17 — Garrison 

Keillor’s A Prairie Home 
Companion Radio 
Romance Tour

July 23 — Kenny Loggins
July 25 — Dwight Yoakam
July 30 — Merle Haggard
Aug. 4 — Medeski Martin & 

Wood, and John Scofield’s 
Uberjam Band

Aug. 7 — Steve Miller Band
Aug. 10 — Steely Dan
Aug. 14 — John Butler Trio
Aug. 18 — Michael Franti & 

Spearhead
Aug. 20 — John Prine
Aug. 27 — George 

Thorogood and the 
Destroyers, Buddy Guy

Aug. 29 — Wayne Shorter 
80th Birthday Celebration

Sept. 15 — The Black 
Crowes

Sept. 16 — Neko Case

RIO TINTO STADIUM
July 27 — Jason Aldean

SANDY AMPHITHEATER

June 7 — Ryan Shupe and 
the RubberBand

June 8 — King Niko, Hang 
Time

June 15 — Rhonda Vincent

June 21 — Rockapella
June 26 — American West 

Symphony and Chorus
July 3 — Pat Benatar and 

Neil Giraldo
July 6 — Arrival: The Music 

of Abba
July 9 — Happy Together 

2013 (Flo & Eddie, Chuck 
Negron, Gary Puckett & 
the Union Gap and more)

July 12 — Exile, Juice 
Newton

July 13 — New Electric 
Sound, The North Valley

July 16 — Under the Sun 
2013 (Smash Mouth, 
Sugar Ray, Gin Blossoms, 
Vertical Horizon, and 
Fastball)

July 20 — Stayin’ Alive
July 23 — Huey Lewis and 

The News
Aug. 21 — Sail Rock 

(Christopher Cross, Orleans, 
Gary Wright, Firefall, John 
Ford Coley and more)

Aug. 24 — Golden Sun, 
Polytype

Aug. 29 — Chris Isaak
Sept. 6 — Rockin’ the 

Decades With the 
Salamanders

Sept. 7 — The Souvenirs, 
and The Hollering Pines

Sept. 9 — Charley Jenkins
Sept. 13 — Creedence 

Clearwater Revisited

SCERA SHELL
June 18 — Utah’s Stars and 

Friends (Reunion, Shaun 
King, Jenny Oaks Baker, 
Dallyn Vail Bayles, Kendra 
Lowe, Joshua Creek and 
more)

June 25 — Josh Turner
July 22 — The 5th 

Dimension featuring 
Florence LaRue

Aug. 19 — The Righteous 
Brothers’ Bill Medley

Aug. 29 — Richard Marx
Sept. 2 — Hotel California: 

A Salute to the Eagles

SPRING ACRES ARTS 
PARK

June 7 — Lou Gramm Band

STEEL DAYS IN 
AMERICAN FORK

July 20 — Little River Band

USANA AMPHITHEATRE
Tuesday — Alice Cooper, 

Marilyn Manson
June 14 — Tim McGraw
June 20 — Barenaked 

Ladies
July 5 — Free the People 

2013
July 18 — Kenny Chesney
July 30 — 311
July 31 — Rush
Aug. 1 — Americanarama 

Festival of Music (Bob 
Dylan, Wilco, My Morning 
Jacket, and Ryan 
Bingham)

Aug. 2 — Brad Paisley
Aug. 10 — Alan Jackson
Aug. 27 — Dave Matthews 

Band
Sept. 2 — Uproar Festival 

(Alice in Chains, Jane’s 
Addiction, Coheed and 
Cambria, and more)

Sept. 20 — Luke Bryan

UTAH STATE FAIRPARK
June 29 — Vans Warped 

Tour

check out Steve Martin and The Steep 
Canyon Rangers (July 19), Mandy Patinkin 
(Aug. 3) or Selena Gomez (Nov. 14).

Got crooners? Yes we do, with Michael 
Bublé (Nov. 19), Josh Groban (Oct. 11), 
Tony Bennett (June 20) and Bruce Horn-
sby (July 15).

In the legacy category, there is Jackson 
Browne (June 19), Bob Dylan (Aug. 1) and 
Steely Dan (Aug. 10).

If you like more bang for your buck, 
check out these shows with guaranteed 
fireworks: Stadium of Fire (Kelly Clarkson 
and Carly Rae Jepsen on July 4), Little 
River Band (Steel Days on July 20) and 
Chris Cagle (Saturday as the finale to Pony 
Express Days).

It’s a lively summer for tribute acts as 

well with Hotel California: A Salute to the 
Eagles (Sept. 2), Stayin’ Alive (The Bee Gees 
on July 20), Arrival: The Music of Abba 
(July 6) and Creedence Clearwater Revis-
ited (Sept. 13). OK, we’re just joking about 
that last one, but seriously, without John 
Fogerty this CCR is pretty close to a tribute.

Be sure to check out our full list of the 
main summer concerts currently sched-
uled to find out when and where your 
favorite bands may be performing.

Concerts
Continued from D1

whose large spirit belies his 
small stature. 

Yet while the new film de-
votes substantial screen time 
to the hardships endured by 
the handcart companies, the 
focus is much more on Hanks, 

who spent his late teenage 
years in the Navy before 
following his brother into 
The Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints in 1845. 
After eventually winning the 
trust of early Mormon leader 
Brigham Young, Hanks was 
ready to take immediate ac-
tion in the fall of 1856 when 
Mormon leaders in Salt Lake 
City received word of settlers 
trapped in the mountains by 
snow.

When the film does stick 
to the handcarters, events 
are filtered mostly through 
the eyes of Thomas Dobson, 
a young English pioneer 
nursing a healthy portion of 
regret for having left his old 
life behind.

“Ephraim’s Rescue” has 
some of the same problems 
that “17 Miracles” did. There’s 
an over-reliance on sonorous 
music and slow-motion pho-
tography to punch up the 
drama of certain scenes. It’s 
almost comical in some spots, 
like when a mob of angry 
hooligans appears at the scene 
of a Mormon baptism in Eng-
land. There’s surely no short-
age of hooligans in England 
— ask any soccer fan — but 
there’s nothing to ground us 
even a little bit in the perse-
cution of Mormon converts 
abroad.

Baptism, rejoicing — blam. 
Cue slo-mo hooligans.

 The film’s sense of humor is 
also hit-and-miss. An attempt 
to weave in a running po-
lygamy joke mostly falls flat, 
while a more organic chuckle 
neatly arises from Thomas 
comparing notes with pretty 
Esther about the romantic at-

tachments they’ve each left 
behind. Esther, who’s been 
making a steady (and steadily 
amusing) play for Thomas’ 
affections, is apparently aim-
ing to trade up. “He was quite 
plain, actually,” she says of 
her former sweetheart. “I just 
tried not too look at him too 
much.”

Certain scenes come across 
as forced, with characters 
shoehorned into this or that 
predicament for the sake of 
faith-promoting drama. When 
the handcart company crosses 
a river in high summer, a pio-
neer mother, apparently with-
out consulting anyone else in 
the group, decides that her 
only means of getting to the 
opposite bank is to wade the 
deep water with her young 
son on her shoulders.

Whether or not it really 
happened that way (we’re 
told that it did) is beside the 
point — the filmmaker’s job is 
to suggest why it would have, 
or might have, happened that 
way. 

Instead, the film has her 
simply struggle across in full 
view of any number of people 
who could have — and, more 
importantly, would have — 
rushed to her assistance.

One thing that’s conveyed 
powerfully from start to finish 
is Ephraim Hanks’ uncanny 
ability to give miraculous 
healing blessings employing 
Mormon priesthood rites. 
Hanks apparently manifested 
this remarkable gift early in 
life and Christensen gradually 
show him put it to use, care-
fully and respectfully building 
to scenes that show nearly the 
entire ritual. Especially tender 

is Hanks’ humble insistence 
on washing his hands before 
every blessing.

As the film’s frontier sav-
ior, Darin Southam is both 
suitably meek and appropri-
ately rugged, if occasionally 
somewhat inscrutable. Chris-
tensen might have served his 
star better by giving Hanks 
a little more human frailty. 
When Hanks says at one 
point that his personal fail-
ings are too numerous to be 
counted, Southam makes it 
sound sincere. Aside from 
a humorous flash of temper 
at the expense of two minis-
ters, on the other hand, we 
haven’t seen much to suggest 
that “Eph” was anything but 
courteous, kind, obedient, 
cheerful, thrifty, brave, clean, 
reverent and so forth. A Boy 
Scout before his time.

Even viewers familiar with 
the handcart tragedy may not 
know about Hanks’ role in re-
sponding to it. Despite its own 
shortcomings, “Ephraim’s Res-
cue” is a worthwhile tribute to 
a forgotten hero.

Ephraim
Continued from D1

Review C+      

EPHRAIM’S RESCUE

Director: T.C. Christensen

Cast: Darin Southam, Katherine 
Nelson, James Gaisford, Christina 
Torriente

Running time: 1 hr., 50 min.

Rating: PG for thematic elements 
and some disturbing images

Location: Opens Friday at theaters 
in Utah

PUBLIC NOTICE
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), in cooperation with Utah Department of Ag-

riculture and Food as the project sponsor, are proposing to address fl ood damage on the Green River/

Tusher Diversion Dam under the Emergency Watershed Protection program. The proposed project 

is located approximately 6.6 miles north of the City of Green River, Utah on North Long Street. The 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations 

at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 require an evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with 

federal projects and actions with input from the public.

The NRCS conducted the 1st public scoping period for the project from October 30, 2012 to Novem-

ber 30, 2012. After the scoping period closed, NRCS decided to prepare an Environmental Impact 

Statement for the project due to potential signifi cant impacts to cultural resources.

You are invited to comment on the project and attend a public Telebriefi ng which will describe 

the current status of the project. Please call 15 minutes prior to the start and an operator will connect 

you to the meeting. Additional Telebriefi ng information will be posted to the project website prior to 

June 12, 2013.

Telebriefing #1   Telebriefing #2 
When: June 12, 2013  When: June 12, 2013 

Time: 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM (MDT) Time: 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM (MDT) 

Call: (800) 346-7359  Call: (800) 346-7359 

 Entry Code 840561   Entry Code 840561 

Comments may be submitted during this 2nd scoping period starting May 29, 

2013 and ending on June 28, 2013 5:00 PM (MDT) to the following:  

Mail: Green River/Tusher Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

 c/o McMillen, LLC - Greg Allington 

 1401 Shoreline Drive 

 Boise, Idaho 83702 

Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 

Fax: (208) 342-4216 

Phone: (208) 342-4214 

Website: http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html 

/shared-content/e-edition/jump.php?page=D2&date=2013-05-30&pub=
/shared-content/e-edition/jump.php?page=D1&date=2013-05-30&pub=
/shared-content/e-edition/jump.php?page=D1&date=2013-05-30&pub=
/shared-content/e-edition/jump.php?page=D1&date=2013-05-30&pub=
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1393 N. Hwy 191 • 259-5201 • www.bucksgrillhouse.com

opeN daily         at 2:00 p.m.

early Bird Barbecue Specials
served from 2 to 5 p.m.

Secluded patio dining  • live MuSic Tuesday, Thursday-Saturday

Cheesy Fries
Our house made cheese sauce – 6.95

Burger Baskets
served with our house cut fries and L.T.O.P.

1/3# Beef  – 6.95          1/2# Beef – 7.95
Buffalo – 7.95          Veggie – 6.95

B.B.Q. Pork Sandwich – 7.95          B.B.Q. Chicken Breast – 7.95
Kobe Beef Hot Dog – 6.95 (with grilled peppers and onions)

B.B.Q. Turkey Leg Basket
smoked and then finished with our spice rub and chipotle grilling 

sauce. Served with our house cut fries and cole slaw – 7.95

Rib Basket
our brined and slow cooked ribs are finished on the grill with our 

spice rub and chipotle grilling sauce
Served with our house cut fries and cole slaw

¼ Rack (3) – 12.95   •   ½ Rack (6) – 18.95
Full Rack (12) – 23.95

•
•
•

Restorative
Massage.

Special Focus
 Sessions.

Discounts for 
local and ongoing 

clients.

Therapeutic Massage
and Bodywork

Ata Calfee Morse, LMT
435-260-2874

50 East Center St., Suite 8
In-Office and Mobile Services

www.ombodywork.net

Why wait? Call now & feel great!

Do you care about
Transparency in government
Protection of public lands
Balanced redistricting
Decisions based on facts, not political ideology
The right of citizens to petition their government
Equal opportunity for all
Access to medical services for all Utahns
Protecting our air and water
Economic progress and wild land preservation

Yes?

Then you might be a Utah Democrat
Grand County Democratic Organizing Convention

Saturday, June 1st  •  10 a.m. to Noon
Grand Center • 182 North 500 West

259-1633

The Solution to Summer Boredom
4-H Summer Recreational Clubs 2013

Summer Registration is $5 per child  for every 3 clubs
(Additional fees or materials per club may apply)

Pick up a registration form at USU Extension • 125 W 200 S

Deadline: Monday, June 5
Call: 259-7558 for more information
“Utah State University is an affirmative action/equal opportunity institution”

June 10 to July 18

www.cnsvna.org

Part Time CNA
Provide personal care assistance and light housekeeping to patients in their 
homes. Required to have dependable vehicle, mileage is reimbursed will 

travel as far as Green River occasionally. Must be CNA certified and CPR 
certified. Wage depending on experience. Stop in for an application.

Fax or e-mail resume to:
Fax # - 435-259-0467  •  e-mail - lisa.mckee@cns-cares.org

1030 Bowling Alley Lane, #1  •  Moab, Utah 84532
Call Lisa McKee 259-0466

EqUAL OPPORtUnity EMPLOyER

Multicultural Monday
June 17 - Aug. 5

MondAys
9am-3pm

Call 259-5444 or email moabmulticultural@gmail.com to sign up.

For Ages 6+
Register by June 10

$80 for 10 weeks
(pre-registered)

or $15 drop-in rate
(space available)

Summer Day Camp!

This summer, send your child around the world.

@

Won Ton – still missiNG

Please call Sadie @ 435-260-2533 with any information.

We’ve been through 
some crazy
adventures
together, and the 
house isn’t the same 
without him.

Might be willing to 
offer younger, cuter 
kitty for Prisoner 
exchange.

EXTREMELY friendly, adult male Siamese with slight limp, 
missing from area near city ball fields (100 S. 300 E.)

➩

➩

Canyonlands PrCa rodeo CoMMittee Presents

 Thursday FrIday saTurday
May 30 May 31 june 1

o l d  s Pa n i s h  t r a i l  a r e n a
rIdes!  GaMes!  TreaTs!  Fun For all aGes!

Rent by the hour, day, week, or month, with or without Operator

Chuck & Jason Henderson
3071 S. Hwy 191 • Moab, Utah 84532

435-259-4111 • hbuilder@frontiernet.net

Residential, Multi-Family & Commercial Construction

(435)-259-4750 • 3071 S. Hwy 191 • Moab
hendersonleasing@yahoo.com

Distributor for Welding Rods, welding 
hoods, gloves, torch 

accessories, respirators, 
safety glasses, safety tape, 

first aid kits & more!

We now carry all gases and supplies for welding and cutting.

Generators...to suit any need.
From 6500 watts to 53 KVA

Heavy 
ConstruCtion

equipment
rentals 
& sales

still has not justified the rule 
from an economic or scientific 
point of view.

“At a time of limited federal 
budgets, DOI is canceling lease 
sales and struggling to issue 
permits in a timely manner. We 
continue to question why DOI is 
taking on a whole new regulatory 
regime when it lacks resources, 
expertise, and personnel to im-
plement it.”

DOI spokeswoman Jessica 
Kershaw in Washington, D.C., 
said the proposed rule should be 
printed in the Federal Register 
within days and will then be sub-
ject to a 30-day comment period 
from the public.

The BLM said in a news re-
lease the proposal would establish 
“commonsense safety standards” 
for hydraulic fracturing.  

“Approximately 90 percent 
of wells drilled on federal and In-
dian lands use hydraulic fractur-
ing, but the Bureau of Land Man-
agement’s current regulations 
governing hydraulic fracturing 
operations on public lands are 
more than 30 years old and were 
not written to address modern 
hydraulic fracturing activities,” 
according to the news release.

The revised proposed rule 
will modernize BLM’s manage-
ment of fracking “and help to 
establish baseline environmental 

safeguards for these operations 
across all public and Indian 
lands,” the news release stated.

Steve Bloch, energy program 
director and attorney with the 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alli-
ance’s Salt Lake City office, said 
most oil and gas wells in Utah are 
fracked. 

“It is not less controversial 
here than in other places,” he 
said. “I know folks in Moab are 
concerned about it. Any time 
the BLM sells an oil or gas lease 
it comes with the potential for 
fracking.”

The BLM proposed a draft 
rule covering fracking in 2012. 
The current updated draft pro-
posal results from more than 
177,000 public comments on that 
plan.

The latest proposal “revises 
the array of tools operators may 
use to show that water is being 
protected, and provides more 
guidance on trade secret disclo-
sure, while providing additional 
flexibility for meeting these ob-
jectives,” according to the BLM 
news release.

The BLM noted it is not pro-
posing a change to the provision 
that allows hydraulic fracturing 
flowback fluids to be stored ei-
ther in tanks or in lined pits. But 
the agency said it is seeking com-
ments on the costs and benefits 
of requiring those fluids to only 
be stored in closed tanks.

PG

Gift Certificates Available
580 Kane Creek Blvd.
Turn at McDonalds!

24-hr. movie info. 435-259-4441
Adult: $8.00 • Child: $6.00

All Matinees $6
Beginning Fri. May 31st

facebook/slickrockcinemas3
Also find showtimes at 

PG13

Nightly 7:00 & 9:15
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 & 3:15

A F T E R
E A R T H

PG13

Nightly 7:00 & 9:30
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 & 3:30

Nightly 7:00 ONLY
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 ONLY

epic
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Miller said the climbing 
closures will become an annual 
event, although the list of routes 
to be closed probably will change 
each year as park officials learn 
more about nesting and lambing 
habits.

The current closures have a 
termination date, although Miller 
noted the temporary bans could 
be lifted earlier or later depending 
on the results of area wildlife sur-
veys. Changes in the re-opening 
dates will be posted on the NPS 
website at www.nps.gov/arch 
and announced through the local 
news media, he said.

The routes now closed but 
slated to re-open Aug. 15 are 
Harkened Castle, including the 
entire rock feature known as Ham 
Rock; and Tonka Tower, includ-
ing the entire feature known as 
Tonka Tower and the feature to 
the north of Tonka Tower.

Scheduled for re-opening 
on Aug. 31 are The Pickle, Can-
yonlands by Night, El Second, 
The Coup, Cohn’s Odyssey, Left 
Route, Project One and Project 
Two, Klondike Bluffs Crack Route 
One and Route Two, Cuddle 
Bunny Tower, False Start, North 
Marcher, Sand Hearse, Unknown 
Matching Men, Fun Ramp, The 
Hyena, Trail of the Navajo, Pop 
Tarts and Escape Route.

The Industrial Disease route 
will re-open Sept. 30.

Local guiding companies are 
not affected because no com-
mercial operators have worked 
in Arches since the 1990s, said 
Heidi Wiley, NPS concessions 
management specialist.
Canyonlands permit changes

At Canyonlands National 
Park, visitors requesting back-
country permits will have a short-
er period in which to apply.

The change, which goes into 
effect Sept. 1, affects four-wheel-
drive and mountain bike camp-
ing, four-wheel-drive day use in 
the Needles District, group camp-
ing in the Needles, river trips, 
and trips involving combined 
backpacking and pack rafting, 
according to a news release from 
the NPS.

Currently, visitors may book 
reservations beginning on the 
second Monday in July for the 
following year, said Keri Nel-
son, reservations supervisor for 
Canyonlands. After the change, 
reservations will be taken no 
more than four months, and no 
less than two days, prior to the 
permit start date.

Permits and/or sites not 
reserved at least two days before 
the permit start date will be avail-
able to visitors in person at the 
park’s visitor centers and park 
headquarters reservation office 
on a first-come, first-served basis, 
according to the news release.

Nelson said the change is be-
ing made because Canyonlands is 
updating its reservation process 
to an online system as opposed 
to the current mail or fax applica-
tion process. She added that with 
the longer time frame to make 
reservations, many people ended 
up canceling their reservations, 
particularly on the popular White 
Rim.

More information and avail-
ability calendars will be posted 
on Canyonlands’ website at www.
nps.gov/cany.

Climbing...
Continued from page A1

Fracking...
Continued from page A1 By Lisa J. Church

Staff Writer
Candidates for office in 

Moab and Castle Valley, or for a 
seat on the Spanish Valley Water 
and Sewer Improvement District 
(SVWSID), must file the required 
paperwork during the first week 
of June. 

In Moab, city council seats 
now held by Kyle Bailey and Jeff 
Davis, and the position of mayor 
will be up for election Nov. 5.

Declarations of candidacy 
must be filed between June 3 
and June 7 at the Moab City 
Recorder’s Office, 217 E. Center 

St., 435-259-2683. 
Under Utah law, candidates 

for city elections must be current 
residents who have lived within 
the city for at least one year.

Castle Valley residents will 
also choose a mayor, one two-
year council position and two 
four-year council representatives. 
Candidacy forms are available at 
the Castle Valley Town Clerk’s 
office, 435-259-9828.

Two seats are also up for 
election on the Castle Valley Fire 
District. Candidates must file 
declarations of candidacy with 
Bob Lippman, fire commission 

Deadline looms for municipal elections
clerk, between June 3 and June 
7 at 5 p.m. Contact Lippman at 
259-1182. 

Three SVWSID trustee po-

sitions will be up for election. 
Candidacy documents must be 
filed June 3-7 with the SVW-
SID Clerk at the Grand Water 
& Sewer Service Agency office, 
3025 E. Spanish Trail Road. 
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A Benefit for

Second Chance Wildlife Rehabilitation

June 8
Moab, Utah

10 a.m. - 1 p.m. Scott Matheson Wetlands
Booths about wildlife, rehabilition, beaver, and insects. Wildlife 
photography by Keith Cauley, bat education by Tom Haraden 
and much more. An owl hooting contest. “Come as your favorite 
bird” contest with prizes!

6-9 p.m. Eddie McStiffs
A silent auction with many items and beautiful works of art 
from local artists and several others throughout the state. Other 
items besides artwork will also be available at the auction.

More information, call Debbie 435-650-3441 or Sara 435-259-0910.
  http://wildliferehabilitationinutah.blogspot.com/

Second Chances takes 
injured, orphaned and 
sick wildlife and reha-
bilitates them with the 
intent of release back 
into the wild.

The question is not if a disaster strikes but when.   
Do you know what to do when disaster strikes?  How can you help 
yourself and loved ones before emergency crews can respond?  
Do you know how to protect your employees and customers?  
Learn what hazards we face in Grand County and around the 
country, and how to respond.  Courses include fire suppression, 
light search & rescue, medical operations, and disaster psychol-
ogy.  Join tens of thousands of CERT members in over 1100 com-
munities nationwide.  Upon completion you will have the skills and 
knowledge to act before emergency crews can respond.  And we’ll 
help you compile a home disaster preparedness kit.

CERT TRAINING is a 24 hour course held over 2 weeks.  The next 
class starts in mid-June.  To register or for more information contact 
Kris Hurlburt 260-8824 or certgrand@gmail.com.  $20.00 one-time 
fee, waivers available.  Must be 18+ years old.  CERT is a Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) program.

If you have been thinking about 
taking the CERT Course, 

now is the time to sign up.
Classes start in June!

KnowlesHome Furnishings

1004 S. MAIN
MOAB, UTAH

435-259-1585
MON-SAT 9-6

Happy
Fathers Day!

June 16
2013

from all of us at

To the Citizens of  Grand County:
The Solid Waste District is the current owner/operator of  

Moab’s Community Recycle Center.  Included in the District’s 5-
year plan, is a goal to increase recycling throughout Grand County.  

The Community Recycle Center accepts a wide variety of  
recycling materials including plastics #1-7, tin cans, aluminum cans, 
newspaper, office paper, cardboard and glass.  

All of  the materials collected, except glass, is crushed and baled 
and sold to various markets with the revenue used to offset the cost 
of  operating the recycling center.  

Due to the difficulty of  getting trucks to haul the glass to 
markets, the District was hauling the glass to the Moab Landfill 
where it was crushed and used as an intermediate cover for the 
construction and demolition waste that is disposed of  at the landfill.   

The District is happy to announce that they have 
located a buyer for the glass. 

The District is working with Interwest Paper of Salt 
Lake City who will purchase the glass, crushed and stored 
in boxes, in a mixed load with baled newspaper.  

Interwest Paper will ship the boxes of crushed glass to 
Momentum Recycling in Salt Lake City.   

Momentum Recycling will use the glass for various 
industries including making fiberglass insulation to sell to 
Utah construction firms, water filtration systems for cities 
and counties here in Utah and for use in sandblasting. 

These are just some of the ways they will use the glass.

The District is committed to serving the recycling needs of  
our residents and visitors and we will continue to work to make 
improvements that will maximize our recycling potential.

Any concerns or comments can be directed to the Solid Waste 
District office at 435-259-3867 or emailed to gcswmss@yahoo.com. 

For more information 
please visit our website at solidwastessd1.com

2013 Jr. Golf Camp
1st Session  June 17-20
7-9 age group  8 to 10 a.m.
10-11 age group  10 a.m. to 12 noon
12-16 age group  12 noon to 2:00 p.m.

2nd  Session  July 15-18
7-9 age group  8 to 10 a.m.
10-11 age group  10 a.m. to 12 noon
12-16 age group  12 noon to 2:00 p.m.

3rd Session:  August 6-7 (Tourney 8th)
Sign up at the Golf Course or call 259-6488.

MOAB GOLF CLUB
2705 S. East Bench Road

Cost: $25 - One session instruction & tourney ($40 for all sessions & tourney)
includes camp T-Shirt, tournament/BBQ and FREE GOLF DURING THE SUMMER! 

Learn the game of a lifetime and the lessons it teaches.

Seekhaven Resource Center
81 No. 300 East • Moab  •  435-259-2229

You have the right to your own privacy.
Seekhaven helps families in crisis and victims of domestic violence.

Victim Advocates 
Support Groups

Free Legal Clinic Thursdays, 9 a.m. at Seekhaven

24/7 Hotline: 1-888-421-1100

PG13

Gift Certificates Available
580 Kane Creek Blvd.
Turn at McDonalds!

24-hr. movie info. 435-259-4441
Adult: $8.00 • Child: $6.00

All Matinees $6
Beginning Fri. June 7th

facebook/slickrockcinemas3
Also find showtimes at 

PG13

Nightly 7:00 & 9:15
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 & 3:15

A F T E R
E A R T H

PG13

Nightly 7:00 & 9:20
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 & 3:20

Nightly 7:00 & 9:15
Sat. & Sun. Matinees 

1:00 & 3:15

FAST AND
FURIOUS6

INTERNSHIP
THE

of nature. Your show of love and 
understanding is met with grati-
tude.” 

Patterson’s death is the fifth 
fatality to occur in the back-
country near Moab this year. On 
March 13, Zachary Taylor, 20, of 
Moab, died after falling approxi-
mately 120 feet while rappelling 
with friends at Teardrop Arch 
in the Pritchett Canyon area 
southwest of town. On March 
24, Kyle Lee Stocking, 22, of West 
Jordan, died while attempting 
to rope-swing at Corona Arch, 
northwest of Moab. On May 5, 
Adam Jason Weber, 32, of Salt 
Lake City, died from injuries 
sustained in a 150-foot fall while 
rope-swinging and rappelling in 
Day Canyon, about seven miles 
west of U.S. 191 and the Gemini 
Bridges parking area. On May 
7, Christina Elizabeth Allen, 19, 
from San Luis Obispo, Calif., died 
after falling approximately 20 feet 
while hiking with her family near 
Kane Creek in San Juan County.  

A memorial service for Eliza-
beth Patterson will be held Sun-
day, June 9, at 10 a.m. at the top 
of the gondola in Telluride.

Fatal Fall...
Continued from page A1

By Steve Kadel
Staff Writer

The Grand County Council 
has rejected a request to become 
a member of American Lands 
Council, a group that lobbies for 
states to take control of federal 
lands.

County declines to sign up for American Lands Council membership
Kane County Commissioner 

Doug Heaton made a pitch for 
membership during the Grand 
County Council’s meeting on 
May 7. There was little discus-
sion then, but the issue arose 
again during the council’s Tues-
day, May 21, meeting with an 

agenda item to approve mem-
berships and subscriptions for 
2013.

Membership in the Ameri-
can Lands Council would have 
cost $5,000. However, that 
wasn’t the main reason council 
members vetoed the idea.

Council vice chairman Lynn 
Jackson said there are “fun-
damental problems” with the 
organization.

“They are a secret Super 
PAC,” he said. “They are not re-
quired to report who gives them 
money or how much money they 
have.”

Jackson said such political 
action committees “allow our 
democracy to be purchased.”

Officially known as “in-
dependent-expenditure only 
committees,” Super PACs are not 
allowed to give money directly to 
political candidates’ campaigns 
or political parties. But unlike 
traditional PACs, there is no 
legal limit on the size of dona-
tions they can accept from indi-
viduals, unions, corporations or 
other groups.

Jackson said many residents 
of Grand County probably agree 
with the American Land Coun-
cil’s philosophies while just as 

many probably are opposed. He 
said it is wrong to use taxpayer 
money to support a particular 
political agenda.

Council chairman Gene 
Ciarus said he is a member of 
American Lands Council. Still, 
he said, “You can question us-
ing public money” for member-
ship.

Council member Eliza-
beth Tubbs also went on record 
against joining the group, saying 
she doesn’t agree with its pri-
mary goal of returning federal 
lands to states. Tubbs added that 
$5,000 is too much money to 
spend for a membership.

Council member Jim Nyland 
cited the group’s private nature 
in opposing membership.

“I hate to see taxpayer dol-
lars go to a private organization 
and I’m not sold on this organi-
zation,” he said.

The American Lands Coun-
cil’s mission is to “secure and de-
fend local control of land access, 
land use and land ownership,” 
according to an information 
brochure from the group.

“Federal control of public 
lands is destroying forests and 
watersheds, shutting off ac-
cess, constricting economic 
opportunity, breaking state and 
local government budgets, and 
threatening our way of life,” the 
brochure states. 

By Steve Kadel
Staff Writer

Moab-based Living Rivers 
has joined other environmental 
groups in filing a notice of intent 
to sue the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) for allegedly 
failing to protect endangered 
species on public lands offered 
for oil shale and tar sands devel-
opment.

The 60-day notice was filed 
May 23 in federal court in Den-
ver, said John Weisheit of Living 
Rivers. The notice is the first step 
toward filing a lawsuit.

The BLM has allocated more 
than 800,000 acres of public land 
in the Colorado River Basin for 
oil shale and tar sands develop-
ment, according to a news release 

from Grand Canyon Trust, one 
of the groups that filed the notice 
of intent.

 “This plan threatens to in-
dustrialize backcountry, pollute 
air and water, destroy habitat, 
and commit the Colorado River 
Basin to an even drier future,” 
Grand Canyon Trust’s Taylor 
McKinnon said in the release.

However, U.S. Rep. Rob 
Bishop, R-Utah, said in a letter 
to the U.S. Department of Inte-
rior (DOI) that litigation from 
environmental groups already 
has reduced the available BLM 
land for oil shale development 
in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming 
from 1.9 million acres to 679,000 
acres.

Bishop said the BLM is also 

proposing “significant changes” 
to the oil shale commercial leas-
ing program. Those changes 
include a policy of granting 
commercial leases for oil shale 
research and development only 
after the agency has determined 
the drilling operations can occur 
without “unacceptable environ-
mental risk,” according to the 
BLM.

Bishop’s letter called that “a 
nebulous term.” He said it dupli-
cates safeguards already in place 
under the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act.

The letter, also signed other 
senators and representatives, 
including Sen. Orrin Hatch, R-
Utah, asked the DOI to extend 
the public comment period on 

the new regulations by 60 days 
from its May 28 closure. Bishop’s 
spokeswoman Melissa Subbotin 
said the request was granted.

The BLM’s proposed new 
policy also would replace the cur-
rent royalty rates industry must 
pay, a change Bishop and others 
believe will deter energy devel-
opment. The new rule would 
boost the present 5 percent rate 
adopted in 2008 under the Bush 
administration to 12.5 percent.

But Steve Bloch, attorney for 
the Southern Utah Wilderness 
Alliance,  said the oil shale indus-
try now pays les for development 
rights than does the traditional 
oil and gas industry.

“It’s almost like a taxpayer-
funded incentive,” Bloch said. 

Groups seek to block oil shale, tar sands development
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ACTION: Notice of extension of public 
scoping comment period. 

DATES: Comments must be received no 
later than July 8, 2013. 
SUMMARY: The Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie 
National Forest hereby gives notice that 
it is extending the public scoping 
comment period for the Green Mountain 
Lookout Removal Project. A notice was 
originally published in the Federal 
Register on May 2, 2013 (Volume 78, 
No. 85), beginning a 30 day comment 
period. Please see the Notice of Intent 
(FR Doc. 2013–10322) for more 
information related to the project. In 
response to requests for additional time, 
the Forest Service will extend the 
comment period from June 3, 2013, to 
July 8, 2013. 
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to 
Todd Griffin, Project Leader, Mt. Baker- 
Snoqualmie National Forest, 2930 
Wetmore Avenue, Suite 3A, Everett, 
Washington 98201. Comments may also 
be sent via email to 
toddgriffin@fs.fed.us, or via facsimile to 
(425) 783–0141. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Todd Griffin, Project Leader, at the 
address listed above or by telephone 
(360) 677–2258. 

Dated: May 28, 2013. 
Steve Kuennen, 
Acting Forest Supervisor. 
[FR Doc. 2013–13008 Filed 5–31–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–11–P 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Grain Inspection, Packers and 
Stockyards Administration 

Advisory Committee Meeting 

AGENCY: Grain Inspection, Packers and 
Stockyards Administration, USDA. 
ACTION: Notice of advisory committee 
meeting. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act, this 
constitutes notice of the upcoming 
meeting of the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) 
Grain Inspection Advisory Committee 
(Advisory Committee). The Advisory 
Committee meets twice annually to 
advise the GIPSA Administrator on the 
programs and services that GIPSA 
delivers under the U.S. Grain Standards 
Act. Recommendations by the Advisory 
Committee help GIPSA better meet the 
needs of its customers who operate in a 
dynamic and changing marketplace. 
DATES: June 18, 2013, 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 
p.m.; and June 19, 2010, 8:00 a.m. to 
Noon. 

ADDRESSES: The Advisory Committee 
meeting will take place at GIPSA’s 
National Grain Center, 10383 N. 
Ambassador Drive, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64153. 

Requests to orally address the 
Advisory Committee during the meeting 
or written comments may be sent to: 
Administrator, GIPSA, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, 1400 Independence 
Avenue SW., STOP 3601, Washington, 
DC 20250–3601. Requests and 
comments may also be faxed to (202) 
690–2173. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Terri L. Henry by phone at (202) 205– 
8281 or by email at 
Terri.L.Henry@usda.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
purpose of the Advisory Committee is to 
provide advice to the GIPSA 
Administrator with respect to the 
implementation of the U.S. Grain 
Standards Act (7 U.S.C. 71–87k). 
Information about the Advisory 
Committee is available on the GIPSA 
Web site at http://www.gipsa.usda.gov/ 
fgis/adcommit.html. 

The agenda will include an overview 
of Federal Grain Inspection Service 
operations-market overview, 
international programs, moisture meter 
implementation, update on biotech 
proficiency program, Field Management 
Division updates and initiatives, and an 
overview of the quality pilot in New 
Orleans and results to date. 

For a copy of the agenda please 
contact Terri L. Henry by phone at (202) 
205–8281 or by email at 
Terri.L.Henry@usda.gov. 

Public participation will be limited to 
written statements unless permission is 
received from the Committee 
Chairperson to orally address the 
Advisory Committee. The meeting will 
be open to the public. 

Persons with disabilities who require 
alternative means of communication of 
program information or related 
accommodations should contact Terri L. 
Henry at the telephone number listed 
above. 

Larry Mitchell, 
Administrator, Grain Inspection, Packers and 
Stockyards Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2013–13063 Filed 5–31–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–KD–P 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Green River/ 
Tusher Diversion Dam Rehabilitation 
Project, Emery/Grand County, UT 

AGENCY: Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321– 
4370d, as implemented by the Council 
of Environmental Quality regulations 
(40 CFR parts 1500–1508) and Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
regulations that implement NEPA at 7 
CFR part 650, the NRCS Utah State 
Office announces its intent to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Green River/Tusher 
Diversion Dam Rehabilitation project. 

The purpose of this notice is to alert 
interested parties regarding the intent to 
prepare the EIS, to provide information 
on the nature of the proposed action and 
possible alternatives, and to invite 
public participation in the EIS process 
(including providing comments on the 
scope of the draft EIS, to announce that 
a public scoping meeting will be 
conducted, and to identify cooperating 
agency contacts). The EIS process will 
evaluate alternatives recommended for 
detailed study as a result of previous 
planning-level studies completed by 
NRCS and any additional (new) 
alternatives identified during scoping. 
DATES: Written comments on the scope 
of the draft EIS, including the project’s 
purpose and need, the alternatives to be 
considered, types of issues that should 
be addressed, associated research that 
should be considered, and the 
methodologies to be used in impact 
evaluations should be sent to NRCS 
starting on May 29, 2013 and ending on 
or before June 28, 2013 (5:00 p.m. MDT), 
to the address listed in the ADDRESSES 
section below. Comments submitted 
after June 28, 2013 will be considered to 
the extent practicable by the project 
team. 

Two scoping meetings to present the 
project and develop the scope of the EIS 
will be held on Wednesday, June 12, 
2013, via Tele-briefings. Participants 
should call (800) 346–7359 (entry code 
840561) at least fifteen minutes prior to 
the meeting and an operator will 
connect you to the Tele-briefing. The 
first Tele-briefing will start at 2:00 p.m. 
(MDT) with a formal presentation and 
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last until 2:45 p.m. An informal 
question and answer period will be held 
from 2:45 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. The second 
Tele-briefing will start at 6:00 p.m. 
(MDT) with a formal presentation and 
last until 6:45 p.m. An informal 
question and answer period will be held 
from 6:45 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Presentation 
materials will be available on the project 
Web site (http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/ 
programs/EWP/index.html) for 
participants to download prior to the 
meeting. 

Any individual who requires special 
assistance to participate in a scoping 
meeting, such as hard copy 
documentation of the meeting or other 
assistance, should contact Mr. Greg 
Allington, McMillen, LLC, (208) 342– 
4214 or greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com by 
Friday, May 24, 2013 to allow sufficient 
time for documents to be mailed or 
special arrangements to be made. 

Scoping meeting presentation 
materials will be available on the NRCS 
Utah Emergency Watershed Protection 
Web site (http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/ 
programs/EWP/index.html) prior to the 
meeting. Electronic copies of the 
scoping materials may also be obtained 
from Mr. Greg Allington, McMillen, 
LLC, (208) 342–4214 or 
greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com. 
Representatives of Native American 
tribal governments and of federal, State, 
regional and local agencies that may 
have an interest in any aspect of the 
project will be invited to be cooperating 
agencies, as appropriate. 
ADDRESSES: Formal scoping comments 
may be submitted via mail, email, fax, 
or oral telephone comment to: 

• Contact: Mr. Greg Allington, 
McMillen, LLC, 

• Mail: 1401 Shoreline Dr., Boise, 
Idaho 83702 

• Email: greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com 
• Fax: (208) 342–4216 
• Telephone: (208) 342–4214. 
Details of the public scoping meeting 

are given above under DATES. 
Comments should be submitted by 
close-of-business (5:00 p.m. MDT) June 
28, 2013. Respondents should provide 
contact information if you wish to be 
included on the EIS mailing list. Please 
note that any respondent’s entire 
scoping comment, including their 
personal contact information, may be 
made publicly available at any time 
during the EIS process. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Bronson Smart, State Conservation 
Engineer, Wallace F. Bennett Federal 
Building, 125 South State Street, Room 
4010, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138–1100, 
or via email at 
bronson.smart@ut.usda.gov. Information 

may also be obtained from Mr. Greg 
Allington, McMillen, LLC, 1401 
Shoreline Dr., Boise, Idaho 83702, or via 
email at greenriver@mcmillen-llc.com. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background—The NRCS and Utah 
Department of Agriculture and Food 
(UDAF) are analyzing alternatives to 
rehabilitate the Green River/Tusher 
Diversion Dam due to damage from the 
late 2010 and early 2011 flood events. 
The dam was constructed in the early 
1900’s and has been modified over the 
years to maintain the structure. During 
the 2010/2011 flood events, flows in the 
Green River caused severe damage to 
the diversion structure compromising 
its structural integrity. If the dam fails, 
water delivery to two irrigation canals, 
a historic irrigation water wheel 
delivery system, and one hydropower 
plant would be eliminated. 

The rehabilitation of the diversion 
dam would be funded through the 
NRCS Emergency Watershed Protection 
(EWP) program (CFR, Title 7: 
Agriculture, Part 624—Emergency 
Watershed Protection) via technical 
assistance and partial construction 
funding. A National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Programmatic EIS 
was prepared by NRCS for the overall 
EWP program in 2004; however, the 
rehabilitation of this diversion dam does 
not fit within the analysis parameters of 
the Programmatic EIS. Therefore, 
additional NEPA analysis is required for 
this project. 

The project started out under the 
analysis of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) during the first 
scoping period that was opened from 
October 30, 2012 to November 30, 2012. 
A public scoping meeting was held on 
November 15, 2012 at Green River City 
Hall in Green River, Utah. Through 
additional consultation with the Utah 
State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, it 
was determined that the diversion dam 
may be eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Any 
modifications to the dam may be 
considered an ‘‘adverse effect’’ which 
may make it ineligible for listing after 
rehabilitation. A wide range of 
alternatives is being considered for the 
project as listed in the Alternatives 
section below. Some of the impacts to 
the diversion dam from these 
alternatives may be considered 
‘‘significant’’ to cultural resources and 
as a result, NRCS has decided to prepare 
an EIS for the project. The EIS will be 
prepared consistent with Title 390, The 
National Emergency Watershed 
Protection Program Manual. 

The Upper Colorado Endangered Fish 
Recovery Program (Recovery Program) is 
proposing to fund and install a fish 
barrier in the west irrigation and 
hydropower plant canal to prevent 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed 
fish species from entering the canal and/ 
or hydropower plant. As part of the dam 
repair, upstream and downstream fish 
passage may also be incorporated into 
the design. These fish protection and 
passage components are proposed for 
inclusion in the Green River diversion 
rehabilitation project to help reduce 
mortality of ESA listed fish species 
populations in the Green River. 

Scoping Process—NRCS invites all 
interested individuals and 
organizations, public agencies, and 
Native American Tribes to comment on 
the scope of the EIS, including the 
project’s purpose and need, alternatives 
proposed to date, new alternatives that 
should be considered, specific areas of 
study that might be needed, and 
evaluation methods to be used. 

Background information including the 
project purpose and need and 
alternatives developed to date will be 
available prior to the scoping meeting 
on the NRCS Utah EWP Web site 
(http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/ 
EWP/index.html). Electronic and hard 
copies of supporting documentation are 
also available from Mr. Greg Allington, 
McMillen, LLC, (208) 342–4214 or 
greg.allington@mcmillen-llc.com. 

Once the scope of the EIS is 
confirmed upon the close of scoping, 
NRCS will begin preparation of the draft 
EIS. A summary of comments received 
during the scoping period will be 
compiled in a scoping report which will 
be available on the NRCS Utah EWP 
Web site. 

Project Study Area and 
Environmental Setting—The proposed 
project is located approximately 6.6 
miles north of the city of Green River in 
Emery/Grand Counties, Utah. The 
project study area includes land that is 
unincorporated on both sides of the 
Green River. The primary study area 
includes the diversion dam where 
rehabilitation activities would occur. 
Secondary study areas include areas 
required for alternatives of the project as 
described in the Alternatives section 
below such as the powerhouse raceway, 
irrigation canal on the east side of the 
diversion dam, construction staging 
areas on both sides of the river, and 
potential impacts to the river and 
riparian area upstream of the diversion 
dam. 

The environmental setting for the 
project area is primarily located in a 
riverine environment surrounded by a 
relatively narrow riparian plant 
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community adjacent to the river. 
Beyond the riparian community are 
agricultural fields on the east side of the 
diversion dam and BLM land on the 
west side of the diversion dam that is 
primarily comprised of desert shrubs 
and grasses. 

Environmental resources consist of 
the natural and man-made environment. 
Preliminary resource concerns 
associated with the rehabilitation of the 
diversion dam may include both 
beneficial and negative impacts to water 
quality and supply, fish, threatened and 
endangered species, cultural, recreation, 
aesthetics, and public health and safety. 

Alternatives—NRCS is analyzing the 
following conceptual alternatives to 
rehabilitate the diversion dam: 

• Repair Existing Diversion Dam: 
Repair the existing diversion to safely 
pass flood events. 

• Replace Existing Diversion Dam: 
Demolish the existing diversion dam 
and install a new dam in the same 
location. 

• Replace Diversion Dam 
Downstream: Demolish the existing 
diversion dam and install a new 
diversion dam downstream. 

• Replace Diversion Dam Upstream: 
Demolish the existing diversion dam 
and install a new diversion dam 
upstream. 

• Diversion Decommissioning: 
Completely remove the diversion dam 
from the river and stabilize the 
diversion site. The existing water rights 
at the dam would be supplemented via 
pumping out of the river or other 
options to provide water to the water 
rights holders. 

• Fish Passage Upstream/ 
Downstream: Construct a passage 
system(s) on the dam to allow safe 
upstream and downstream passage of 
fish over the diversion dam. 

• Electric Fish Barrier: Install an 
electric fish barrier to prevent fish from 
swimming into the powerhouse and 
irrigation canal on the west side of the 
diversion dam. 

• Fish Barrier: Install a fish barrier to 
prevent fish from swimming into 
irrigation canal on the east side of the 
diversion dam. 

• Boat Passage Upstream/ 
Downstream: Construct a passage 
system(s) on the dam to allow safe 
downstream passage of boats past the 
diversion dam. 

NRCS will consider any viable 
alternatives brought forward during 
scoping if it is substantially different 
from the alternatives described above. 
NRCS will also study a No-Action 
alternative which would consist of no 
Federal money used for the 
rehabilitation of the diversion dam. 

Cooperating Agencies—Federal, state, 
and local agencies that may be 
interested in or affected by the project 
may request or be requested by NRCS to 
become a cooperating agency in the 
development of the EIS. 

Signed this 24th day of May, 2013, in Salt 
Lake City, Utah. 
David C Brown, 
Utah State Conservationist, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. 
[FR Doc. 2013–13062 Filed 5–31–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–16–P 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

Non-Rock Alternatives to Shoreline 
Protection Demonstration Project (LA– 
16) Iberia, Jefferson, and Lafourche 
Parishes, LA 

AGENCY: Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Department of 
Agriculture. 
ACTION: Notice of Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR part 1500); and the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service 
Guidelines (7 CFR part 650); the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, gives notice 
that an environmental impact statement 
is not being prepared for the Non-Rock 
Alternatives to Shoreline Protection 
Demonstration Project (LA–16), Iberia, 
Jefferson, and Lafourche Parishes, 
Louisiana. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: W. 
Britt Paul, Acting State Conservationist, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
3737 Government Street, Alexandria, 
Louisiana 71302; telephone (318) 473– 
7751. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: An 
environmental assessment of the 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, W. Britt Paul, Acting State 
Conservationist, has determined that 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement is not 
needed for this project. 

The project will install and monitor 
various shoreline protection systems in 
areas of the state where physical, 
logistical and environmental limitations 
preclude the use of rock structures. The 

shoreline protection systems will be 
demonstrated in up to three (3) test sites 
in coastal Louisiana. Up to five (5) 
‘‘non-rock’’ shoreline protection systems 
will be installed in 500 linear foot 
sections at each site, extending a 
maximum of 4,200 linear feet (including 
buffer areas) along the shoreline at each 
site. The sites selected include the 
western side of the peninsula separating 
Vermilion and Weeks Bay in Iberia 
Parish; the southeast shoreline of Lake 
Salvador in Jefferson Parish; and the 
western shoreline of Bayou Perot in 
Lafourche Parish. 

The Notice of Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to various 
federal, state, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the FONSI are available to fill 
single copy requests at the above 
address. Basic data collected during the 
environmental assessment are on file 
and may be reviewed by contacting W. 
Britt Paul. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 

W. Britt Paul, 
Acting State Conservationist. 
[FR Doc. 2013–13060 Filed 5–31–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410–16–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Foreign-Trade Zones Board 

[B–53–2013] 

Notification of Proposed Production 
Activity, The Gas Company, LLC dba 
Hawai’i Gas, Subzone 9F (Synthetic 
Natural Gas), Kapolei, Hawaii 

The Gas Company, LLC dba Hawai’i 
Gas (Hawai’i Gas), operator of Subzone 
9F, submitted a notification of proposed 
production activity to the Foreign-Trade 
Zones (FTZ) Board for their facility in 
Kapolei, Hawaii. The notification 
conforming to the requirements of the 
regulations of the FTZ Board (15 CFR 
400.22) was received on May 22, 2013. 

The subzone currently has authority 
to produce synthetic natural gas, carbon 
dioxide, hydrogen, hydrocarbon gas 
mixtures and zinc sulfide using certain 
foreign-status feedstocks produced 
within Subzone 9A. The current request 
would allow Hawai’i Gas to admit the 
feedstocks listed below from any source 
in foreign status. Pursuant to 15 CFR 
400.14(b), FTZ activity would be limited 
to the specific foreign-status materials 
and components and specific finished 
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4 Schou Nick Utah Rivers Council

5 Smith Ted Software AG

6 Axness Dan **Speaker**
7 Allington Greg **Speaker**
8 Smart Bronson **Speaker**
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4 Hunt Chet Green River Canal Company

5 Ryan Cathy The City of Green River

6 Young Brody Utah State Parks & Recreation

7 Axness Dan **Speaker**
8 Allington Greg **Speaker**
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June 12, 2013
2:00 PM & 6:00 PM (MDT)

Project Team

Natural Resources Conservation ServiceNatural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS)

Lead Funding Agency

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food
(UDAF)

Project Sponsor

McMillen, LLC
NEPA Project Manager/Concept Design

2



NRCS EWP Program

Bronson Smart – NRCS Utah

– State Conservation Engineer

– bronson.smart@ut.usda.gov

801 524 4559

3

– 801‐524‐4559

NRCS EWP Program

• Utah State: $70 million+ in 2012

• Damage to Watersheds from Natural Disasters

• Rehabilitate Structure from 2010/2011 Flood 
Damage

• Upgrade Structure to Current Engineering 
Standards and Technology

• Comply with Federal, State and Local Regulations

4



NRCS EWP Program

• Green River/Tusher Diversion Dam is eligible 
f f di f 2010/2011 fl d tfor funding from 2010/2011 flood event

• The Diversion Dam is a conservation practice 
and complies with the EWP regulations

• Completing additional NEPA Analysis in the 
form of an EISform of an EIS

– Project not covered in the 2004 Programmatic EIS

5

NRCS EWP Program

• National EWP Program Manual (Title 390 Part 
510 515)510‐515)

– http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/RollupViewer.as
px?hid=26433

• EWP Program Final Programmatic EIS (2004)

– http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/p // g / p /p / / /
national/programs/financial/ewp/
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Project Review

Dan Axness – McMillen, LLC

– Concept Design Project Manager

– greenriver@mcmillen‐llc.com

208 342 4214– 208‐342‐4214

7

Project Vicinity 
Map

Dam is ~6 miles north
of Green River, Utah
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Project 
Overview Map

9

2010/2011 Flood Damage Map
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Photos

West End of Diversion

East End of Diversion
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Photos

East End of Diversion Damage to Waterwheel  
Raceway (looking u/s)

East End of Diversion Damage to Waterwheel  
Raceway (looking d/s)
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Photos

West End of Diversion Damage to Diversion 
Dam (looking u/s)

West End of Diversion Damage to Diversion 
Dam (looking u/s)

13

Photos

Damage to Slide Gate West End of Dam 
(looking u/s)

Damage to Concrete West End of 
Diversion
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Photos

Damage to Concrete West End of Diversion

Damage to Concrete and Entrance to 
Raceway West End of Diversion

15

Conceptual Project Alternatives

• No Action

• Rehabilitate Diversion (4 Options)

• Diversion Decommissioning

• Fish Passage Upstream/Downstream

• Fish Passage Monitoring

• Boat Passage Upstream/Downstream

• Fish Barrier(s)

16



Conceptual Project Alternatives
• Rehabilitate Diversion Options

– Repair Existing Diversionp g

– Replace Existing Diversion

– Replace Existing Diversion Downstream

– Replace Existing Diversion Upstream

17

Fish Passage

• Endangered and Threatened 
Fi h S i d th

Razorback Sucker

Fish Species under the 
Endangered Species Act

• Downstream: Notches in Dam

• Upstream Passage System

Colorado Pikeminnow

• Upstream: Passage System

• Electronic Tag Reader
Humpback Chub

Bonytail
18



Fish Barrier(s)

• Electric Barrier: Deter fish from swimming 
d h d t i i ti ldown powerhouse and west irrigation canal 
raceway

• Barrier: Deter fish 
from swimming 
down east irrigation

ELECTRIC BARRIER EXAMPLE

down east irrigation 
canal

19

Fish and Boat Passage

• Fish and Boat 
Passage: System toPassage: System to 
allow safe upstream 
passage of fish and 
safe downstream 
passage of boats past 
the dam

• Boat Portage: Access 
around dam during 
low flow scenarios

FISH AND BOAT PASSAGE SYSTEM 
EXAMPLE

20



National Environmental Policy Act

Greg Allington – McMillen, LLC

– NEPA Project Manager

– greenriver@mcmillen‐llc.com

208 342 4214– 208‐342‐4214

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
(Public Law 91‐190) and the Council on Environmental 
Qualities regulations at 40 CFR Parts 1500‐1508

21

NRCS NEPA

• Environmental analysis required for major 
f d l tifederal actions

• The NRCS is the funding agency for the 
rehabilitation of the diversion dam (75%)

• The project sponsor provides the remaining 
25% cost‐share for the diversion dam25% cost‐share for the diversion dam 
rehabilitation project

22



Other Components

• Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish 
R P ill b i l ti thRecovery Program will be implementing the 
installation of the electric fish barrier project 
(100%) in the raceway

– US Bureau of Reclamation is the funding agency

– US Fish and Wildlife Service is providing technical p g
oversight of the barrier

23

NEPA Project History

• NEPA process began in September 2012

• Started under the analysis of an 
Environmental Assessment (EA)

– 1st Scoping Period

• Opened: October 30, 2012

• Public Meeting: November 15, 2012

• Closed: November 30, 2012

– 1st Scoping Report is available on the project 
website

24



NEPA Project History

• Preliminary Section 106 Consultation with the 
Utah State Historic Preservation Office after 1stUtah State Historic Preservation Office after 1
Scoping Period
– Diversion Dam may be eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places

– Any modification may be considered an “adverse 
effect” which may make it ineligible for listing 
d di th l t d lt tidepending on the selected alternative

– NRCS concluded that some of the impacts from 
alternatives may be considered “significant” to 
cultural resources

25

NEPA Project History

• NRCS has decided to prepare an 
E i t l I t St t t (EIS) f thEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
project

• Federal Register Notice of Intent (NOI)

– 2nd Scoping Period

• Opened: May 29, 2013p y ,

• Public Telebriefings: June 12, 2013

• Closes: July 2, 2013 (extended)

26



NEPA Public Involvement

• EIS Scoping (30‐day)
– Express initial concerns and suggest alternatives to beExpress initial concerns and suggest alternatives to be 
considered

• Draft EIS Public Comment Period (45‐day)
– Public review of alternatives and environmental 
impacts

• Final EIS Public Comment Period (30‐day)
Proposed alternative published to public with– Proposed alternative published to public with 
summary of Draft EIS comments

• Record of Decision (ROD) Protest/Appeal (30‐day)
– Project approval by NRCS

27

Typical Scoping Concerns

• Project Purpose and Need

• Design Alternatives

• Natural Environment

• Water Quality and Quantity

– Including a No‐Action 
Alternative

• Mitigation

• Fish

• T&E Species

• Man‐made Environment

• Cultural

• Recreation

• Aesthetics

• Public Health and Safety

28



Scoping Comments

• Formal comments may be submitted by:

– Email

– Written Letter

– Oral (Phone)

• Scoping Report: Summarizes issuesScoping Report: Summarizes issues, 
alternatives and concerns from the public

29

2nd Public Scoping Comment Closes: July 2, 2013 30



NEPA Contact Information

• Please contact Greg Allington with McMillen 
regarding questions and comments:regarding questions and comments:

– Phone: 208‐342‐4214

– Fax: 208‐342‐4216

E il i @ ill ll– Email: greenriver@mcmillen‐llc.com

– Address: 1401 Shoreline Drive
Boise, ID 83702

http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/EWP/index.html
31

Informal Questions

??????
32



NRCS - Utah  Green River Diversion Rehabilitation - EIS 

Scoping Report  July 16, 2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

COMMENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NRCS Green River EIS 2nd Scoping Period – Commenters and Commenter Reference Numbers 

1 
 

 

Commenter # Name Organization City State Comment Document 
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2 Landis Arnold Public Longmont CO E-mail 

3 Helen Howard Public   E-mail 

4 Hal Crimmel Public Ogden UT E-mail 

5 Andrew G. Bentley Public Poultney VT E-mail 

6 Janet Oertli Public   E-mail 

7 Leif M. Johnson Public Grand Junction CO Mail 

8 Herman Hoops Public Jensen UT Mail 

9 Karen Nelson Public Castle Valley UT E-mail 

10 S. Young Public   E-mail 

11 Nick Schou Utah Rivers Council Salt Lake City UT E-mail 

12 John Weisheit Living Rivers and Colorado Riverkeeper Moab UT E-mail 

13 Sam Dorsi Public Boulder CO E-mail 

14 Roy Webb Public Salt Lake City UT E-mail 

15 Eugene Swalberg Utah State Parks Green River UT Mail 
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17 David Jackson Public Aurora CO E-mail 
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Sherma Witbeck Public Vernal UT E-mail 
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37 Kathleen Clarke Public Lands Policy Coordination Office Salt Lake City UT E-mail 

38 Nathan Fey American Whitewater Longmont CO E-mail 

39 Larry Crist USFWS West Valley 
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Comment Category Comment Commenter 

Boat Passage Create a flow-through (navigable bypass) for boaters at the diversion dam. 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 
16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 

25, 26, 28, 30, 33, 37, 38 
The lack of a flow-through represents a safety hazard for boaters. 1, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 

22, 28 
The Green River Diversion structure is the most significant in-channel obstruction on the main 
segment of the Green River, and starves fish of high quality habitat, while also creating a life 
threatening recirculating hydraulic that presents significant danger to recreational paddlers at 
higher flows.  Including downstream passage into the rehabilitation plan will eliminate the 
threat to public safety. We ask that the NRCS and its project partners contact local law 
enforcement and search and rescue for more information on these non-fatal incidents. 

38 

Providing boat passage at the dam will enhance recreational opportunities and bring revenue to 
the local and/or regional economy. 5, 8, 11, 14, 15, 18, 30 

A white water park would enhance recreational use of the river and would provide economic 
benefit to the town and/or region. 6, 7, 8, 17 

Providing boat passage would allow boating on the Green River to extend from Flaming 
Gorge to Lake Powell or to connect other areas of the river. 

4, 5, 7, 8, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 25, 26 

Portaging around the dam is impractical. 5, 14 
Boat ramps at points upstream and downstream of the dam do not provide a solution to boat 
passage issues. 13 

If a navigable channel is not provided, consider building boat landings on either side of the 
dam, connected by a pathway to allow river travelers to manually portage their boats. 13 

Historically, the river was navigable prior to constructing the dam; the dam should not infringe 
on this navigability. 5, 13, 14, 26 

Provide boat passage in the middle or on the right side of the dam (when facing downstream). 14 
Boating is a non-consumptive use of the Green River and a source of economic generation. 30 
In the past the river trips below the diversion dam to the town of Green River is long and 
boring because of how slow of speed the river flows. Anybody that did take the trip will not 
take it again. 

34 

If boat passage is included in the project, the boat passage design must be able to maintain the 
important fish passage components. 39 

 
Construction Impacts Avoid impacts whenever feasible by following proper construction BMPs, work timing, 

material selection, and de-watering. 39 

 
Dam Rehabilitation Make the entire diversion dam a foot higher than the high side is now. 34 

Rebuild/repair dam in the current location. 32 
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Comment Category Comment Commenter 

 
Dam Decommission Decommission the Tusher Division Dam in the interest of aiding the aquatic ecology, safety, 

and local recreation economy. 35 

 
Electrical Barrier Assist the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program in the effective design, 

construction, and operation of an electric barrier to prevent fish entrainment into the Green 
River canal and Thayn Hydroelectric facility. 

39 

Rehabilitation should incorporate a barrier to prevent endangered fish from entering the 
powerhouse and irrigation canals. 11, 14 

 
Fish Passage The diversion dam should have a fish ladder. 2, 14 

Modifications should allow upstream and downstream fish passage. 11, 14, 16, 19, 29, 39 
 

Floods Field research shows that the Green River has experienced large floods of at least 250,000 
cubic feet per second.  Human-occupied structures and non-human occupied facilities, such as 
power generation structures, should not be constructed in the floodplain. 

12 

 
Funding/Economics Federal (public) dollars should be used to the make the project safe and beneficial to multiple 

river user groups. 8 

Provide a cost-benefit analysis to determine whether rehabilitating the existing dam is more 
cost-effective than replacing it with a pump house. 11, 32 

Provide information about the nature of the insurance coverage carried by the dam’s owner 
and/or operator, and consider possible financial damages accruing from loss of life due to 
safety issues. 

11 

 
Habitat Maintain suitable fish habitat in the project vicinity, by providing adequate hydrological, 

thermal, and chemical conditions. 39 

   
Historic Preservation Listing on the historic register is not a good idea if it means that the dam cannot be torn out, 

rebuilt, or changed. 1 

The old dam does not warrant historic protection. 3 
 

Hydropower Plant Do not need to change the plans to the point of falling out of the original protection. Add 
hydro to tie into the large sluice gates that will be installed in the structure for sluicing 
sediment on the water wheel side and build a channel down the east side downstream like the 
west side, so as to copy the west side pump and hydro structure that is in place. 

34 
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Comment Category Comment Commenter 

 
Irrigation Leave the dam in its present location and continue to use the water wheel. 29, 31, 32 

The dam should be removed in favor of building a pump house on the bank of the river. 11 
On the lower Colorado River, pumps take out water and do not hinder recreation by all types 
of boaters. 3 

The water wheel is an historic landmark.  Protect this resource. 32, 36 
Irrigation is an important consumptive use of the Green River and a source of economic 
generation in rural Utah. 30 

Use of the water wheel is green technology. 32 
 

NEPA Process An EA would have been appropriate for this effort. 27 
 

Permits 

The State of Utah owns the bed of the Green River in the project area.  A permit will be 
required from the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire, and State Lands for construction activities 
on the beds of sovereign lands. 

37 

Project must comply with the Endangered Species Act of (ESA) of 1973.  Any reduced 
function of a fish passage structure would be considered in an interagency consultation under 
the ESA. 

39 
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SECTION 1  

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.0 Introduction 
  

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) - Utah contracted McMillen, LLC (McMillen) to 

provide engineering services to plan and prepare a concept design for the rehabilitation of the Green River 

Diversion Dam located in Emery and Grand Counties, Utah. The following report consists of project 

alternative descriptions and a detailed analysis of the existing physical site resources. The report also 

describes the hydraulic evaluations conducted in order to compare the performance of each of the project 

alternatives against existing conditions. Finally, the report includes an economic evaluation of the various 

alternatives and offers a Proposed Alternative for the project. The purpose of the report is to present 

information that supports the formulation, evaluation, and conclusions of the concept design project.   
 

1.1 Background 
 

The Green River Diversion Dam is located approximately six miles upstream of the town of Green River, 

Utah. The dam
1
 was originally constructed in 1906 and consisted of a wood cribbing filled with rock, but 

was later capped in 1936 with cast-in-place concrete to form a broad-crested weir, lending the dam its 

present form (Cavalli 2000). The existing structure spans the width of the river, approximately 755 feet, 

and diverts approximately 819 cfs to irrigators on either side of the river. Water is also diverted into a 

powerhouse raceway for use in a downstream hydropower facility before being discharged back into the 

river. The original diversion structure was constructed in the early 1900s and has been modified over the 

years to maintain the integrity of the structure.  During the 2010/2011 flood events, however, flows in the 

Green River caused severe damage to the diversion structure, compromising its structural integrity.  If the 

dam were to fail, water service to two irrigation canals, a historic irrigation water delivery system, and a 

hydropower plant would be eliminated. Rehabilitating the dam would result in these resources remaining 

open and usable.   

 

The purpose of the current project is to rehabilitate the existing diversion dam.  The need for the project is 

to maintain existing functions of the diversion dam for water delivery to the irrigation canals and the 

hydropower plant’s powerhouse. 
 

NRCS and the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF), as the project sponsors, are analyzing 

alternatives to repair damage to the Green River Diversion Dam from the 2010/2011 flood events.  The 

Proposed Alternative for this rehabilitation is designed to divert water to irrigation and hydropower while 

maintaining and improving upstream and downstream fish passage. The overall design of the Proposed 

Alternative includes the following detailed objectives: 

 

1. Replace existing diversion structure with similar structure that has equivalent weir length. 

2. Level structure crest to elevation 4086.7’ to ensure water delivery to both east and west 

canals. 

3. Provide upstream fish passage past diversion structure. 

4. Provide downstream fish passage past diversion structure. 

5. Provide passive integrated transponder (PIT) tags to sense and record fish movement over 

and around the diversion. 

6. Provide means to sluice sediment and to provide added floodwater conveyance. 

7. Provide both dry and wet downstream boat passage. 

                                                           
1
 Dam and diversion structure will be used interchangeably in this report to refer to the Green River Diversion Dam. 
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8. Replace raceway water control gates with new radial gates. 

1.2 Scope 
 

McMillen was contracted to provide the following scope of services for the project:  

 Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to include the completion of the necessary 

environmental and economic impact analyses per requirements of the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA). 

 Develop the following Green River Diversion Dam Rehabilitation alternatives in accordance with 

the Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) Program requirements: 

 

o No Action 

o Structural Rehabilitation of the existing dam 

o Additional alternatives developed from the scoping meeting 

 

 Provide concept design plans for each of the alternatives. 
 

1.3 Site Information 
 

Table 1-1 lists pertinent information regarding the diversion dam location. 

 

Table 1-1.  Site Information 

 

Item Information 

Existing Diversion Dam Crest Centerline Total length of 755 ft 

Legal Description 
Section 17, Township 20 South, 

Range 16 East, SL Base & Meridian 

Counties Emery/Grand Counties 

Nearest City Green River, UT 

 

1.4 Alternative Descriptions 
 

The following section includes descriptions of the four alternatives selected for detailed study, 

components common to each of these alternatives, and those alternatives that were considered, but 

eventually eliminated from consideration for further study. Figure 1-1 below depicts the orientation of 

each of the four alternatives overlain over an aerial image of the project area.  More complete descriptions 

of each alternative are given in the Concept Design Drawings (Appendix A). 

 

1.4.1 Alternative 1—Replace Diversion Dam Downstream  
 

Alternative 1 replaces the diversion dam at a downstream location. The weir length will remain the same 

as the existing dam. This alternative may be comparatively easy to construct due to the relative location of 

the existing diversion dam and its potential for use as a diversion berm during construction. It should be 

noted, however, that the construction means and methods represented here, and depicted in the design 

drawings, are conceptual in nature, and do not necessarily represent the construction means and methods 

selected by the engineer and/or construction contractor during final design. The downstream alternative 

will maintain the existing east side tie-in location to the bank and is designed with an equivalent weir 
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length to the existing weir. Thus, due to the flatter alignment of the dam, the diversion structure will 

connect on the west side farther down the bank of the Green River Canal than does the existing structure. 

1.4.2 Alternative 2—Replace Diversion Dam Upstream 

 

Alternative 2 has a more curved horizontal alignment than either Alternative 1 or the existing alignment. 

This alignment will help to focus flow velocities toward the center of the channel, protecting the banks 

from erosion and providing the potential to more efficiently remove mid-channel sediment deposition 

from Tusher Wash. However, this alternative will be more difficult and costly to construct due to the 

longer length of weir and the construction of an additional diversion berm for dewatering. It should be 

noted, however, that the construction means and methods represented here, and depicted in the design 

drawings, are conceptual in nature, and do not necessarily represent the construction means and methods 

selected by the engineer and/or construction contractor during final design. Furthermore, due to the more 

pronounced curvature of the structure, the diversion may cause shifts in scour and deposition patterns 

immediately downstream of the structure under this alternative. 
 

1.4.3 Alternative 3—Replace Existing Diversion Dam  
 

Alternative 3 replaces the existing diversion dam along the current alignment. It should be noted that the 

construction means and methods represented here, and depicted in the design drawings, are conceptual in 

nature, and do not necessarily represent the construction means and methods selected by the engineer 

and/or construction contractor during final design. Replacing the existing diversion dam will maintain the 

historic visual appearance of the project site more than either of the previous two alternatives. Thus, this 

alternative has an inherent cultural and historical value greater than Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

1.4.4 Alternative 4—Repair Existing Diversion Dam  
 

Alternative 4 would repair the existing diversion dam in order to provide the required water allocations, 

and upstream fish passage and boat passage; however the lifetime of a repaired structure is uncertain due 

to the unknown structural stability of the existing structure. The existing structure causes a large amount 

of seepage through and under the weir and is not considered to be structurally sound. Repairing the 

existing diversion dam will maintain the historic visual appearance of the project site more than 

Alternatives 1 and 2. Thus, this alternative has an inherent cultural and historical value greater than 

Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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Figure 1-1. Project Alternative Alignments 

1.4.5 Project Components Common to All Alternatives  
 

Upstream Fish Passageway — The upstream fish passageway would be located on river left and would 

start conveying water at elevation 4085.7’ (i.e. flows above 849 cfs). The passageway is 10 feet wide and 

approximately 180 feet long and bounded on the sides and bottom with cast-in-place concrete. The 

bottom of the passageway would be lined with cobble- and boulder-sized riprap. 

 

Downstream Fish Passage Notches — There would be three 10-foot wide fish passage notches along the 

crest of the dam. The notches would be separated by approximately 140 feet, with the middle notch near 

the center of the dam crest. Each notch would be outfitted with Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tag 

readers in order to collect data on the movement of fish species of interest. The notch inverts would be at 

elevation 4085.7’; however, the notches would have stop-logs capable of ensuring that flow through the 

notches was not triggered until upstream fish passage was provided sufficient flow. 

 

Dam Crest Sluice Gates — Sluice gates would be placed on either side of the dam in order to provide 

periodic sediment maintenance to the project and to protect flood capacity through the dam during high-

flow events in order to limit the amount of upstream flooding on such occasions. The gates could be 

operated manually or electronically, and could require local access or could be operated remotely. The 

gate inverts would be set to 4082’; the gates for each side of the river would have a total width of 

approximately 50 feet. 

 

Boat Ramp — A boat passageway would be constructed for the safe passage of recreational boats. The 

ramp would be 20 feet wide and would be lined with riprap cobbles and boulders down its length of 

approximately 50 feet. The slope of the passageway would be fixed at 10%, such that dry portage of boats 

over the boat passageway during low-flow periods could be performed with relative ease. The invert of 

the ramp, and the lowest elevation at which the bladder weir could be set, would be 4085.7’. The ramp 

would be approximately 50 feet long and would be contained by concrete walls and slab. The interior of 

the ramp (between the slab and existing ground) would contain compacted structural fill. Boat passage 

would not be triggered until the flow rate was above 939 cfs.   
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Raceway Gate Rehabilitation — The “8-Gate” structure currently regulating flow into the west side 

raceway would be rehabilitated in order to provide motor vehicle access to the rehabilitated dam and to 

improve the operations of the diversion. 

 

East Side Canal Sluiceway and Fish Bypass — A bottom-outlet sluicing and fish bypass structure would 

be constructed along the east side canal near the bend in the Green River about 2,500 feet downstream of 

the existing dam.  
 

1.4.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study 
 

The alternatives provided in the following table were considered but not chosen for additional study and 

development because of the disadvantages listed. 
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Table 1-2.  Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study 

 

Alternative Description Advantages Disadvantages 

Stoplog Dam 

Using approximately the same orientation as 

the existing dam, a cross-channel stoplog dam 

would be installed at the existing location, or 

slightly upstream or downstream. The 

stoplogs would be inserted into concrete piers 

and the length of the diversion would be 

protected both upstream and downstream with 

sheet pile. 

A stoplog dam would be relatively cheap 

to design and build. 

Operation and maintenance of a stoplog 

dam would be more demanding than the 

existing conditions.  

Dam at Canyon 

Outlet 

Construct an earthen or concrete dam from 5 

to 10 miles upstream of the existing structure 

within the Green River Canyon and up to 30 

feet high. Construct a canal along the eastside 

road and provide an aqueduct across the river 

to service the westside. Decommission the 

existing dam, buy out Thayn Hydropower, 

and provide hydropower from the dam to the 

community of Green River, UT. 

The hydropower production potential of 

the project would be much greater. 

Although this concept would meet the 

purpose and need of the project, it would be 

prohibitively expensive. Also, excess 

hydropower production is outside the scope 

of the project. 

Bladder Weir 

Using approximately the same orientation as 

the existing dam, a cross-channel bladder weir 

would be installed at the existing location, or 

slightly upstream or downstream. The bladder 

weir would be installed on a concrete 

foundation and would come in sections that 

connect to concrete walls. The weir would be 

protected both upstream and downstream with 

sheet pile. 

Fish and boat passage would be fairly 

straightforward. Also, sediment sluicing 

could be realized. 

This concept may be prohibitively 

expensive to operate and maintain. Also, 

vandalism could potentially shut down the 

entire project. 

Straight Concrete 

Diversion 

Construct a dam straight across the channel 

but otherwise containing the same features as 

Alternatives 1 through 4. 

This design would provide fish and boat 

passage and would divert water to the 

canals. Also, O&M would be fairly 

straightforward. 

Extra bank protection would be needed 

downstream due to the scouring effect of 

flows over the dam near the connection 

with the banks. Also, erosion of the mid-

channel would likely occur, contributing to 

loss of vegetation and increases in 

transported sediment downstream. 
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Alternative Description Advantages Disadvantages 

Downstream 

Arcing Diversion 

Construct a dam across the channel with the 

apex of the arc downstream rather than 

upstream and otherwise containing the same 

features as Alternatives 1 through 4. 

This design would provide fish and boat 

passage and would divert water to the 

canals. Also, O&M would be fairly 

straightforward. 

Extra bank protection would be needed 

downstream due to the scouring effect of 

flows over the dam near the connection 

with the banks. Because of the orientation 

of the dam, this effect may be seen far 

downstream. Therefore, this alternative may 

be prohibitively expensive. Also, bank 

erosion would contribute to losses in 

vegetation and increases in transported 

sediment downstream. 

Riprap Ramp 

Take out the existing dam and construct a 

riprap ramp that begins at the diversion 

location and extends downstream at a steeper 

slope. Construct fish depressions and a 

navigation chute in order to provide fish and 

boat passage, respectively. 

Cost sharing may be available for riprap. 

O&M would be simple. Boat passage 

would be provided. 

Sediment would accumulate behind the 

ramp and could clog the raceway entrance. 

The stability of the structure during a high-

flow event is less certain than with other 

alternatives. Also, the ability of the 

structure to provide hydraulics amenable to 

fish passage is questionable. Flooding may 

occur upstream that is greater than existing 

conditions. 

Rock Weir Series 

Take out the existing dam and construct a 

series of rock weirs upstream of the diversion 

at grade in order to provide a sequence of 

roughness elements that act to deepen and 

divert the water at lower flows. 

Cost sharing may be available for riprap. 

Fish passage could be provided. O&M 

would be simple. 

Boat passage would not be provided. 

Sediment would accumulate behind the 

weirs. The expected life of each of the weirs 

would be uncertain. It may be expensive to 

design the hydraulics of the structures. 

Flooding may occur upstream that is greater 

than existing conditions. 

Riprap Ramp 

Series 

Take out the existing dam and construct a 

series of riprap ramps upstream of the 

diversion at grade in order to provide a series 

of roughness elements that act to deepen and 

divert the water at lower flows. 

Cost sharing may be available for riprap. 

Fish passage could be provided. O&M 

would be simple. 

Sediment would accumulate behind the 

ramps. The stability of the structures during 

a high-flow event is less certain than with 

other alternatives. Also, the ability of the 

structures to provide hydraulics amenable to 

fish passage is questionable. Flooding may 

occur upstream that is greater than existing 

conditions. 

Far Upstream 

Diversion 

Construct a low diversion dam further 

upstream and provide canals that connect to 

the existing eastside and Green River canals. 

The diversion dam would be lower and 

would not accumulate as much sediment 

behind it. Fish and boat passage would be 

provided.  

Connecting the diversion to the existing 

canals would require canal connections 

which, depending on the structure’s 

distance upstream, could be prohibitively 
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Alternative Description Advantages Disadvantages 

expensive. The project footprint would be 

larger, potentially impacting environmental 

resources. 

Decommissioning, 

Pumping and 

Buyout 

Decommission the dam, buy out Thayn 

Hydropower, and provide pumping for the 

irrigators. Offset energy requirements during 

irrigation season with solar arrays; sell back 

excess power in the off-season. Establish an 

endowment to fund the remaining O&M costs 

of the project for its lifetime. 

Fish and boat passage would be provided. 

The river would be restored to a natural 

condition. 

Pumping could be unreliable and costly. 

Costs to buy out Thayn Hydropower could 

be prohibitive. O&M could be complicated 

and costly.  

Low Diversion and 

Buyout 

Reconstruct a lower diversion dam at the 

existing location, or slightly upstream or 

downstream, and buy out Thayn Hydropower. 

Fish and boat passage would be provided 

more readily. The river would be restored 

to a more natural condition. 

Costs to buy out Thayn Hydropower could 

be prohibitive.  

Water Park Style 

Diversion 

Back up water starting far upstream by 

introducing a series of roughness elements 

scattered across the river that could double as 

a whitewater park. 

Cost sharing may be available for riprap. 

Fish passage could be provided. O&M 

would be simple. Boat passage would be 

provided and recreation would be 

enhanced. 

The expected life of each of the project 

components would be uncertain. It may be 

expensive to design the hydraulics of the 

structures. Flooding may occur upstream 

that is greater than existing conditions. 

Alts 1-3 with 

Hasting Berm 

Improvement 

Raise the berm on the east side of the river 

adjacent to Hastings Ranch and provide a rock 

or tile drain system parallel to the berm to 

reroute seepage water back into the river and 

away from Hastings Ranch; additionally, 

implement one of the four alternatives. 

Provides extra protection to Hastings 

Ranch from flooding. 

Alternatives 1-3 already provide protection 

from flooding that surpasses the existing 

structure. Funding for this addition to Alts 

1-3 may be problematic. 

Alts 1-3 with 

Hastings Field 

Drain Outlet 

Regrade Hasting Ranch as needed and provide 

a stable outlet for any seepage or overtopping 

water that enters the field; additionally, 

implement one of the four alternatives.  

Provides extra protection to Hastings 

Ranch from flooding. 

Alternatives 1-3 already provide protection 

from flooding that surpasses the existing 

structure. Funding for this addition to Alts 

1-3 may be problematic. 
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SECTION 2  

SITE ANALYSIS 
 

2.0 Introduction 
 

The following section provides an analysis of the existing physical resources located within the project 

area that would be affected by the project alternatives. The resources analyzed include: 

 

 Surface Water 

 Ground Water 

 Geology 

 

2.1 Surface Water 
 

The Green River Diversion Dam is approximately 8 feet above grade, 20 feet long in the direction of 

flow, and spans the Green River along a 755-foot-long arc. The dam is designed to back up and divert 

water into canals on either side of the river. On the west side of the river, diverted water travels through a 

headgate and down the canal (raceway) approximately 0.4 miles, where a portion of it is pumped into the 

Thayn and Green River Canals. The rest of it passes through a small hydroelectric powerhouse. On the 

east side of the river, portions of water are allocated to a water wheel, the East Side Canal, and a fish 

ladder. At normal flow and above, the remainder of the Green River water passes over the dam and 

continues downstream. 

 

This section describes the surface water resource in the project area, and includes a hydrologic analysis of 

the watershed, and discussions of surface water quality, the existing water rights in the project area, and 

sedimentation. For a more detailed discussion of hydrology—especially how it relates to the recent 

Record of Decision on the Final Environmental Impact Statement proposing operational changes to 

Flaming Gorge Dam—see Appendix B. 

 

2.1.1 Surface Water Flow 
 

The Green River Watershed is nested within the Colorado River Watershed, which serves about 27 

million people and irrigates nearly 4 million acres of land across several states of the Western United 

States (Gerner et al. 2006). Table 2-1 gives important basin characteristics of the Green River Watershed 

above the Green River Diversion Dam. Surface waters of the Green River originate across a 40,500 mi
2
 

basin which includes parts of Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado. USGS Gaging Station 09315000, located 

approximately 8 river miles downstream of the diversion dam near Green River, UT, has a 111-year 

record of discharge that indicates an average daily flow rate of 6,085 cfs. However, flow in the Green 

River is partially regulated by Flaming Gorge Dam, located about 290 miles upstream of the diversion 

dam. Flaming Gorge Dam was completed in 1964, so that only including flow data from 1964 and later 

would account for the attenuating effect the dam has on Green River flows. This leads to an average daily 

flow of approximately 5,537 cfs. 
 

Table 2-1. Basin Characteristics of the Green River  

Watershed above the Green River Diversion Dam 

 

Basin Parameter Value 

Area (sq. mi.) 40,500 

Mean Basin Elevation (ft) 7,230 
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Mean Annual Precipitation (in.) 15.9 

Average Basin Slope (%) 12.9 

 

The average peak annual flow rate for the Green River near the diversion dam is 28,249 cfs, based on a 

110-year period of record. However, since the completion of Flaming Gorge Dam in 1964, this peak 

annual flow has dropped to 23,012 cfs, as indicated in Figure 2-1. The figure also shows several large 

events since the completion of Flaming Gorge Dam; specifically, 48,300 cfs in 1984, 44,800 cfs in 1983, 

and 44,000 cfs in 2011, all of which reached flood stage. The latest flooding event, in 2010/11, flooded 

some areas of farmland, pasture, and parts of a nearby golf course, and required riprap and sandbag 

protection of some homes. Of the 110 years of peak annual flows available, 97% occurred in either May 

or June. 
 

 
Figure 2-1. Peak Annual Stream Flow at USGS Gage 09315000 at Green River, UT 

 

The mean basin elevation of the Green River Watershed is 7,230 feet, suggesting that the basin develops a 

snowpack during the winter months, which then contributes to surface water as snowmelt in the spring 

and summer. An investigation of six snow telemetry (SNOTEL) sites throughout the basin indicates a 

mean maximum average monthly snow water equivalent (SWE) of 15.4 inches. SWE is an estimate of the 

equivalent depth of water that a given depth of snow would produce if melted. Because snow 

accumulates, the maximum average monthly SWE is indicative of the total volume of snow accumulated 

throughout a water year. SWE data are given in Table 2-2 for the six sites. From the table, the average 

elevation of the sites is 8,430 feet, which is appreciably higher than the basin average. The area of the 

basin above 8,430 feet is approximately 6,200 mi
2
, which, at 15.4 inches of depth, leads to an average 

yearly flow rate of 7,026 cfs. This is higher than the average flow rate calculated using gage data. 

However, it does not account for losses due to evaporation, transpiration, infiltration, impoundments, or 

irrigation diversion. What it does indicate, though, is that snowmelt factors largely in the hydrology of the 

basin, and that snowmelt is responsible for both the peak of the hydrograph occurring in late spring, and 

the possibility of large-scale flooding due to rain-on-snow events (Kenney et al. 2007).  
 

Table 2-2. Average Snow Water Equivalent (SWE) Data for 6 Sites  

in the Green River Basin above the Green River Diversion Dam 
 

SNOTEL Site Number (State) Max. Avg. Monthly SWE (in.) Site Elevation (feet) 

460 (WY) 13.3 7,930 

317 (WY) 11.0 7,440 

457 (CO) 22.7 8,400 

378 (CO) 19.3 9,400 
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SNOTEL Site Number (State) Max. Avg. Monthly SWE (in.) Site Elevation (feet) 

1097 (UT) 14.9 8,684 

559 (UT) 11.3 8,724 

Average 15.4 8,430 
NOTE: Data obtained from NRCS SNOTEL sites, available at http://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/snow/. Data accessed 1/8/2013. 

 

Peak discharges above the Green River Diversion Dam were estimated using the HEC-SSP program 

(USACE 2010) for the years 1965 through 2009. This program applies the methods outlined in Bulletin 

#17B (USGS 1982) to a time series of flow data in order to calculate the discharge for various annual 

return periods. Results are given in Table 2-3 for the 2-, 25-, 50-, and 100-yr events. Results in the table 

are similar to results published elsewhere (cf. Gerner et al. 2006). 

 

Peak discharges above the Green River Diversion Dam were also estimated using the StreamStats 

program (Kenney et al. 2007), which delineates the watershed area above a point, and uses regional 

regression equations and regional parameter values to calculate the discharge for various annual return 

periods. These results are also given in Table 2-3. The applicability of the StreamStats program to the 

Green River is questionable, given that neither the mean basin elevation nor the drainage area falls within 

the recommended range encompassed by the regression equations. Nevertheless, the results do offer 

insight into the natural flow rates that might be observed at the diversion dam, were there no regulating 

structures upstream. From the table, as the return period increases, the estimated natural flow in the Green 

River grows significantly over the regulated flows calculated with HEC-SSP. This is indicative of the 

natural hydrology within the basin, compared with the attenuated flows due to water storage in the 

Flaming Gorge Reservoir. 
 

Table 2-3. Peak Discharges for Various Return Periods,  

Estimated Using StreamStats and HEC-SSP 
 

 Discharge (cfs) 

Statistic StreamStats HEC-SSP 

2-Yr 22,300 21,386 

25-Yr 54,400 40,726 

50-Yr 62,800 44,603 

100-Yr 75,400 48,170 

 

Instantaneous flood frequencies were also calculated for each month using flow data obtained from USGS 

gaging station 09315000. Results are given in Table 2-4 below. From the table, the hydrograph in the 

Green River basin appears to have two peaks (bimodal). One peak occurs in the late Fall (October, 

November) when the area experiences frequent rainfall events, while the other, larger peak occurs in the 

Spring and Summer (February through July), when snowpack begins to melt. Results also show that the 

lowest flows occur in August, when 1% of flows will be less than 764 cfs. Alternatively, the largest flows 

occur in June, when 1% of flows will be greater than 41,530 cfs. Similar information is provided in Table 

2-5, but for those months during which boating and fish spawning are common. 
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Table 2-4. Instantaneous Flood Frequencies by Month for the  

Green River at USGS Gaging Station 09315000 

 
 

 

% of Flows Less Than 

D
is

ch
a

rg
e 

(c
fs

) 

Month 1 5 10 50 95 99 

January 916 1,312 1,633 2,924 5,189 6,162 

February 1,253 1,648 1,853 3,094 6,058 8,144 

March 2,000 2,243 2,485 4,052 8,361 10,905 

April 2,352 2,719 2,985 5,272 12,585 16,030 

May 3,340 4,055 5,032 11,505 24,903 34,562 

June 1,703 3,038 4,020 13,907 32,475 41,530 

July 907 1,363 1,619 4,205 16,315 32,681 

August 764 1,139 1,327 2,884 6,938 9,983 

September 1,022 1,228 1,395 2,628 5,068 6,743 

October 1,307 1,479 1,703 3,023 7,068 7,976 

November 1,532 1,729 1,866 3,228 6,367 7,087 

December 939 1,260 1,441 2,810 5,824 6,452 

 

Table 2-5. Instantaneous Flood Frequencies for Boating and Spawning Months 
 

  % of Flows Less Than 

D
is

ch
a

rg
e 

(c
fs

) 

Month 0.5 1 2 3 4 90 

April 2,224 2,352 2,507 2,581 2,654 10,380 

May 3,030 3,340 3,604 3,764 3,907 21,468 

June 1,384 1,703 2,275 2,538 2,753 25,688 

July 804 907 1,072 1,202 1,313 12,730 

August 716 764 893 1,018 1,098 5,249 

 

2.1.2 Surface Water Quality 
 

In 2004-2005, USGS conducted an investigation of water quality in the Green River within the reach just 

upstream of the Green River Diversion Dam down to Green River, UT. The study looked at specific 

dissolved solids concentrations, which were observed in wide ranges within the reach. Waters diverted for 

irrigation typically had much lower concentrations, while drainage water from agricultural runoff 

returning to the river had much higher concentrations (Gerner et al. 2006). Despite the local high 

concentrations of suspended sediment, no Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) rules exist for the reach, 

neither with respect to suspended sediment nor any other constituent of concern. Furthermore, the reach 

below the Green River Diversion Dam is not classified as an impaired water body, according to the most 

recent 303(d) listing for Utah (UDEQ 2012). Finally, a uranium mill tailings disposal site is located 

approximately 8 miles downstream of the project site. The most recent evaluation of the disposal facility 

concluded that no constituents of concern (arsenic, nitrate + nitrite, selenium, sulfate, or uranium) had 

exceeded their respective proposed alternate concentration limits at sampling locations within the Green 

River (DOE 2012). 

  

Water temperature in the Green River near Green River, UT was periodically recorded between 1952 and 

1981. The data, totaling 473 measurements, are plotted in Figure 2.2 against the month in which they 

were recorded. From the figure, there is a large seasonal variation in water temperature, ranging from just 

above freezing in the Winter (0 °C), to about 25 °C in the late Summer (77 °F). Also depicted in the 

figure are the yearly average water temperatures for the period of record. Although there is variation 
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throughout, the completion of Flaming Gorge Dam in the late 1960s has dampened this variation, leading 

to a more uniform inter-annual average temperature. Overall, the average annual temperature in the Green 

River is about 13.9 °C (57.0 °F). Also, the presence of the dam appears to have led to an overall drop in 

average water temperature, most likely due to the thermal stratification in the reservoir and the initial 

bottom release of water, despite the fact that water is now released at multiple levels from within the 

reservoir.    
 

 
Figure 2-2. Surface Water Temperature in the Green River at  

Green River, UT by Monthly and Yearly Average 
 

2.1.3 Surface Water Rights 
 

Several water rights exist on the Green River near the project location. Some of these rights are approved, 

while others have been perfected. A perfected water right is a right that has been both approved and 

consummated, i.e. the water right has actually been put to beneficial use. A list of the larger perfected 

water rights near the Green River Diversion Dam is provided in Table 2.6. 
 

Table 2-6. Surface Water Rights on the Green River near the Project Location 

 

Water Right 
License 

No. 

Priority 

Date 
CFS Use 

Chris Dunham, Howard Hastings, Clark 

Ross 
92-74 1/1/1879 5 Irrigation 

East Side Irrigation Company 92-4 2/8/1906 6 Irrigation 

Chris Dunham, Howard Hastings, Clark 

Ross 
92-43 7/29/1912 60 

Hydropower 

Plant 

Bruce and Dorothy Nelson 92-21 5/16/1932 2 Irrigation 

Lee Thayn 91-113 12375 35 Irrigation 

Green River Canal Company 91-294 6/18/1952 60 

Irrigation, 

Stockwater and 

Domestic 

Eastside High Ditch Irrigation Company 92-622 8/7/1958 5 Irrigation 

Eastside High Ditch Irrigation Company 92-633 8/7/1958 7 Irrigation 

Gunnison Butte Mutual Irrigation Company 91-5075 8/7/1958 4 Irrigation 
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Water Right 
License 

No. 

Priority 

Date 
CFS Use 

Gunnison Butte Mutual Irrigation Company 92-638 8/7/1958 11 Irrigation 

Lee Thayn 91-4130 11/25/1974 600 
Hydropower 

Plant 

Lee Thayn 91-5161 8/7/1985 4 Irrigation 

Green River Canal Company 91-5043 11/3/2000 20 
Sluice Canal and 

Raceway 

Total     819   

NOTE: Data obtained from Utah Division of Water Rights, available at 

http://www.waterrights.utah.gov/. Data accessed 1/7/2013. 

 

2.1.4 Sedimentation 
 

Since 1930, the mean annual suspended-sediment load in the Green River near Green River, Utah has 

been about 15,630,000 tons/year (Thompson 1984). After completion of Flaming Gorge Dam, however, 

this amount was reduced by about 35%. Also, the annual loads vary greatly from year to year due to the 

variation in geology and climate throughout the vast watershed. Suspended sediment concentrations are 

plotted against year in Figure 2-3, which shows concentrations at Green River, UT (9315000), at Jensen, 

UT roughly 187 mile upstream of the diversion (9261000), and at Green River, WY (9217000) roughly 

355 miles upstream of the diversion. Interestingly, the gages below Flaming Gorge Dam have recorded 

consistently higher average annual suspended sediment concentrations than has the gage upstream of the 

dam. This is due primarily to the inflow of the Yampa River a little upstream of Jensen, which is a free-

flowing river with a relatively high average suspended sediment load. Also from the figure, a clear trend 

is visible at the gages below Flaming Gorge Dam that indicates a decline in sediment concentration since 

the dam was completed. However, even the gage upstream of Flaming Gorge Dam shows a decline in 

suspended sediment concentration, possibly indicating changes in land use, forest practices, or climate. 

 

 
Figure 2-3. Suspended Sediment Concentration versus  

Year for the Green River near Green River, UT. 

 

Suspended sediment concentrations in the Green River at Green River, UT also show seasonal variation, 

as indicated in Figure 2-4, which shows data points for average daily sediment concentrations for a 35-

year period of record. From the figure, suspended sediment concentration appears to have two peaks 

throughout the year (bimodal): a smaller peak in the late Winter/early Spring, and a larger peak in the 

early Fall. Also, suspended sediment concentrations appear to lag behind Green River flows by about 3 to 
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4 months, due to the fact that the river is not always transporting sediment, but is often depositing in 

locations. 
 

 

 
Figure 2-4. Suspended Solid Concentration and Flow Rate versus Month 

 

Downstream of the Green River Diversion Dam, Tusher Wash enters the reach from the east bank as an 

ephemeral stream. Tusher Wash has introduced a large amount of sediment into the Green River in the 

form of sediment pulses due to high-intensity thunderstorms and flash flooding typical of semi-arid 

environments. Due to the high magnitude and turbulent energy of flash floods, bed and bank erosion 

occurs, contributing sediment to the flood flow. This contribution of sediment is highly noticeable at the 

junction of Tusher Wash and the Green River, taking the form of a large island bar in the Green River 

downstream of the diversion structure. Deposition at this location is most likely due to a change in 

channel slope. The discharge through the downstream reach of Tusher Wash is at a slope of 1.1%, 

whereas the reach downstream of the junction with the Green River is at a slope of 0.11%. This ten-fold 

reduction in stream power results in a significant decrease in sediment transport capacity, leading to the 

area of deposition below the dam. 

 

AEC and RB&G (2010) note that the three irrigation canals fed by the diversion dam carry sediment from 

the Green River, which can cause operational problems due to losses of storage and conveyance, and 

mechanical issues at headworks, gates, intakes and turbines. In a study conducted by Gerner et al. (2006), 

water quality monitors were installed throughout the reach below the Green River Diversion Dam to test 

for dissolved solids and their constituents. Results indicate that the mean total dissolved solids 

concentrations in the Thayn, Green River, and East Side Canals are only slightly less than that observed 

in the Green River itself. Furthermore, the relative composition of these solids is also notably similar. 

 

2.1.5 Design Decisions—Surface Water 
 

Due to the comparatively large variations in flows observed at the Green River Diversion Dam, it is 

important that the project alternatives satisfy a range of water demands over as broad a range of flows as 

possible. In particular, project stakeholders have decided that the competing water demands for fish 

passage, boat passage, and water rights holders should have equal priority.  

 

Based on the water rights detailed above, the final concept design should divert approximately 819 cfs for 

water rights holders at as large a range of flows as possible. From the hydrologic analysis given above, 

these rights will not be met in full all the time. However, this is a consequence of the flow rates coming 

into the project area, rather than of the diversion structure itself. 
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The safe passage of fish both upstream and downstream of the dam will require suitable hydraulic 

conditions as well as sufficient flow allocation. For example, there should be sufficient flow through the 

west-side raceway in order to allow fish to bypass downstream irrigation systems. Although the fish 

barrier and bypass planned for the hydropower raceway are not part of this project, the final design of this 

project would affect the ability of these structures to safely convey fish back into the river. For this 

reason, an additional 50 cfs should be allocated for diversion to the Green River Canal at the widest range 

of flows possible. For similar reasons, a flow of 20 cfs should be allocated for diversion to the East Side 

Canal. Upstream passage of fish will also require water allocation. Finally, downstream passage of fish 

will also require water allocation.  

 

Boater interest in an unobstructed, navigable Green River has been expressed. Thus, boat passage will be 

introduced into the final concept design and will be operational at flows similar to those at which water is 

diverted for irrigation and hydropower and at which the fish passageway is functional. 

 

Project stakeholders have expressed concern that the project design will exacerbate upstream flooding. 

For this reason, the 100-year discharge (48,170 cfs) will be used in hydraulic simulations of the 

alternatives in order to ensure that the final concept design does not increase upstream flooding. 

 

Design decisions regarding surface water flow are further investigated in Section 3—Hydraulic 

Simulations. 

 

2.2 Ground Water 
 

Although the Green River Diversion Dam affects primarily surface water of the Green River, because the 

river is hydraulically connected to the underlying water table, changes to surface water initiated by the 

diversion dam will effect changes in the ground water below. 

 

The area surrounding the Green River Diversion Dam, located in the Uinta basin, is underlain by the 

Dakota-Glen aquifer system, which is itself part of the greater Colorado Plateau system. In the project 

area, the Dakota and Glen Canyon aquifers are typically 300 feet thick. The Dakota aquifer is less than 

2,000 feet below the surface, while depth to the Glen Canyon aquifer is typically greater than 2,000 feet. 

The Uinta basin is immediately underlain by Mancos Shale, which forms a confining unit, and Dakota 

Sandstone, followed by the Cedar Mountain Formation.  

 

2.2.1 Ground Water Flow 
 

Water table levels in the area surrounding the Green River Diversion Dam are dictated by vegetative 

consumption of ground water, deep percolation of irrigation water, baseflow to the river, and consumptive 

use by people pumping in the area. In a recent study (Gerner et al. 2006), ground water levels in 13 wells 

in the area ranged from 1.3 to 15.5 feet below the surface, with an average of 7.6 feet. However, ground 

water levels at each well also varied over the period of several months during which the study was 

conducted. These temporal variations are due to 1) changing irrigation practices, 2) seepage from the 

canals, 3) discharge to seeps and drains, 4) evapotranspiration, 5) consumptive use by vegetation, and 6) 

pumping for stockwater, irrigation, and domestic use.  
 

2.2.2 Ground Water Quality 
 

Ground water at the project location is presumed to be of good quality, due to the fact that there are no 

sites either in Emery or Grand County found on the National Priorities List (NPL). Nor are there any 

Corrective Action Superfund Sites nearby. Also, dissolved solids are typically found in concentrations 

between 1,000 and 3,000 mg/L in the project area. However, there is a uranium mill tailings disposal site 
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approximately 8 miles downstream of the project location. The most recent evaluation of the disposal 

facility concluded that no constituents of concern (arsenic, nitrate + nitrite, selenium, sulfate, or uranium) 

had exceeded their respective proposed alternate concentration limits (ACLs) at ground water sampling 

locations distributed about the facility (DOE 2012). ACLs are established at levels that do not pose a 

threat to human health or the environment. However, ground water in the Browns Wash alluvium and 

middle sandstone unit of the Cedar Mountain Formation beneath the former processing site has been 

contaminated to some degree by past ore-processing activities. 

 

2.2.3 Ground Water Rights 
 

Several ground water rights exist within a mile or so of the Green River Diversion Dam. These rights are 

consummated by pumping wells for domestic, irrigation, and stockwater uses. A list of the existing rights 

within about a mile of the diversion dam is provided in Table 2-6. 
 

Table 2-6. Ground Water Rights on the Green River near the Project Location 
 

Name of Water Right Owner 

Flow 

Use (cfs) 

(ac-

ft/yr) 

Harold W. Nelson Family Trust  0.45 Domestic 

Sam and Mark Wilson  5.73 Irrigation, stockwater and domestic 

Sequoiadendron, LLC  0.45 Domestic 

T.J. Hastings  0.45 Domestic 

Chris Dunham  0.73 Stockwater 

Chris Dunham 0.015  Domestic 

Tim Vetere  5.73 Irrigation, stockwater and domestic 

Wilkey Holdings, LLC  2.77 Irrigation, stockwater and domestic 

Steven L. and Katherine Pappas  5.73 Irrigation, stockwater and domestic 

Mark W. Williams  6.73 Irrigation and domestic 

Mark W. and JoAnn L. Williams  5.73 Irrigation, stockwater and domestic 

NOTE: Data obtained from Utah Division of Water Rights, available at 

http://www.waterrights.utah.gov/. Data accessed 1/11/2013. 

 

2.2.4 Seeps and Springs 
 

The existing diversion dam loses an estimated 10 cfs at low flow through seepage. This is most likely due 

to the dilapidated state of the structure and the absence of any cutoff walls. 

 

Seepage losses through the Thayn, Green River and East Side canals were estimated by Gerner et al. 

(2006) for the period between May 2 and October 4. These estimates indicate losses due to seepage of 5 

cfs, 15.3 cfs, and 4.7 cfs, respectively.  

 

Seepage is also known to occur upstream of the existing diversion dam along the left (east) bank of the 

river near Hastings Ranch. A levee exists at that location which, according to anecdotal evidence, has 

experienced seepage during high flow events. This has impacted agricultural operations in that area 

during high flows. 
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2.2.5 Design Decisions—Ground Water 
 

Because of the existing ground water rights in the project area, the final concept design should not 

measurably affect ground water recharge in the area. Rather, the project design should make every effort 

to maintain the underlying aquifer in the project area. 

The design should incorporate elements to reduce the amount of seepage through the dam. This will 

ensure that surface water rights are met at low-flow conditions. Example elements that would reduce 

seepage through the dam include a newly cast concrete face and sheet pile cutoff walls. 

 

Seepage through the upstream, east side levee should be minimized or mitigated. For example, upstream 

seepage through the levee could be minimized by ensuring that the 100-year water surface elevation is no 

greater under the proposed conditions than it is under existing conditions. 

 

Every effort should be made to ensure that ground water quality in the project area is not hindered. 

Because no toxic materials are anticipated as part of the concept design, protection of ground water 

quality would likely be accomplished through the application of Best Management Practices during 

construction. 
 

2.3 Geology 
 

This section describes the geologic resource in the project area, and includes a description of the general 

geologic setting and of bank erosion. 
 

2.3.1 General Geologic Setting 
 

The Green River Diversion Dam is located within the Castle Valley physiographic region, which itself is 

located within the Colorado Plateau physiographic province. The dam is surrounded to the east by the 

Book Cliffs and to the west by the San Rafael Swell. The geology of the area is comprised of Quaternary 

alluvium and colluvium, with areas of older alluvium, and Mancos Shale (Hintze et al. 2000). The Green 

River floodplain is largely comprised of Quaternary alluvium deposits of sands and gravels, while the 

Mancos Shale dominates the area immediately surrounding the diversion dam. Due to the geologic history 

of the area, alkali salts have accumulated in the area, resulting in moderate to high concentrations of 

dissolved minerals and salts in local groundwater.  

 

Moderate landslide potential does occur upstream and downstream of the diversion dam west of the river 

in particular areas. However, these are located outside the project area. Furthermore, no evidence of 

landslides exists in the study area (Alpha Engineering Company 2010). 

 

No evidence of active faults has been observed in the study area (Alpha Engineering Company 2010). 

Seismic hazards are considered relatively low.  

 

No bedrock outcroppings are known in the area.  

 

2.3.3 Bank Erosion 
 

Runoff from intense summer rainfall events over barren slopes can produce flash floods in the dry washes 

and canyon bottoms of this region, particularly in areas where soils are derived from highly erodible 

Mancos Shale. Banks are even more susceptible to erosion do to the force of gravity acting on soil 

particles resting on slopes. Bank erosion can be minimized through a number of means, including 

reduction of the erosional force of water (e.g. slowing the water down, or redirecting the water away from 

tangent to the banks), lessening the bank slopes, and revegetating barren banks.  
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2.3.5 Design Decisions—Geology 
 

The dam rehabilitation alternatives will incorporate features to minimize bank erosion downstream of the 

structure. This will include revegetation of disturbed areas, ensuring that the planform shape of the 

structure concentrates flow away from the banks (e.g. with an upstream-arcing shape), and providing 

abutments that dissipate turbulent eddies in the tailwater. 

 

Although no seismic hazards are known in the area, the final design crest height will be low enough not to 

trigger a moderate or high hazard classification. 

 

Provided that the depth to bedrock is deep enough, sheet pile cutoff walls will be driven. In the case that 

the depth to bedrock is shallow, however, sheet pile will be anchored to the bedrock  
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SECTION 3  

HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS 
 

3.0 Introduction 
 

The following section discusses the hydraulics at and around the Green River Diversion Dam, both under 

existing conditions and under the conditions of the four alternatives investigated for this project. In the 

case of Alternatives 3 and 4, the hydraulic response of the system to the project is assumed to be the 

same, so that the descriptions contained herein apply to both equally.  

 

This section outlines the model approach adopted to analyze the hydraulics at and around the dam, and 

discusses several areas of concern, including:  

 

 upstream flooding 

 structural stability 

 sediment sluicing 

 upstream fish passage 
 

3.1 Modeling Approach 
 

The following section describes the modeling approach undertaken to simulate the hydraulic response of 

the system under both existing and design conditions. Specifically, the section discusses the choice of the 

model, and the efforts undertaken to simulate both existing conditions, and conditions representative of 

the four alternatives under investigation. The section also discusses the use of the model as a design tool 

in order to meet the competing demands of the project. 

 

3.1.1 Model Choice 
 

Due to the arc-like shape of the diversion dam, and the flow split between the raceway and the main 

channel of the Green River, the hydraulics at and around the diversion dam lends themselves to a 2-

dimensional analysis. For this reason, the 2-dimensional finite element hydrodynamic model RiverFLO-

2D was chosen to simulate various flow scenarios passing through the existing structure and through the 

various alternatives. 

 

3.1.2 Modeling Existing Conditions  
 

 

Existing conditions at the diversion dam were simulated by integrating LiDAR data provided by NRCS 

with survey data collected in 2013. Although the existing diversion dam crest is not constant, and 

generally slopes downward from west to east, as a conservative approach the crest elevation was set to the 

minimum elevation of the dam (4086’), because setting mesh elements to the same elevation is much 

more economical and, at higher flows, produces the same results. For lower flows, the backwater would 

transition to nonuniform flow at a slightly higher elevation. However, this discrepancy was considered 

acceptable. 

 

The raceway to the Green River Canal and Thayn Hydropower was only included from the flow split to 

the existing “8 gate” structure. At low flows, a sink was inserted near the “8 gate” structure in order to 

simulate the demand along the west side of the river. Similarly, a sink was inserted near the siphon inlet 

to the east side canal and water wheel raceway in order to simulate the demand on the east side. At high 

flows, these sinks made model convergence difficult. They were therefore taken out, with the rationale 
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that at high flows these small sinks would have a negligible impact on upstream flooding and sediment 

transport. 

 

Boundary conditions for the model included an inflow boundary several channel widths upstream of the 

existing dam in order to allow the program to achieve quasi-uniform flow conditions by the time water 

reached the dam. A variety of inflow conditions were investigated, including both steady-state inflows 

and an unsteady hydrograph with a peak equal to the 100-year flood (see Section 2.1.1 for flow 

exceedances). The downstream boundary condition was set to the slope of the energy grade line under 

uniform flow conditions, which was approximated by using the bed slope of 0.12%. This slope value was 

calculated by performing a linear regression of bed elevation onto stationing along the channel centerline 

using the supplied LiDAR data. The downstream boundary was established near the tailwater of the 

hydropower facility. 

 

3.1.3 Modeling the Alternatives  
 

The alternatives were modeled by using the CAD surfaces of each alternative as the model topography. 

Breaklines were introduced along the dam crest and elements representing the sluice gates, downstream 

fish notches, upstream fish passageway and boat ramp were modified manually. For the investigations of 

potential upstream flooding and sediment sluicing the sluice gates were considered open, and set to an 

elevation of 4082 feet. As mentioned, Alternatives 3 and 4 were simulated with the same model, due to 

the fact that the resolution of the model was not capable of discerning the differences between these two 

designs. 

 

3.1.3.1  Boundary Conditions  
 

Each of the four alternatives considered includes a radial gate structure across the hydropower raceway 

that is in the same location, i.e. upstream of the existing “8-gate” structure. For this reason, the domain 

boundary in the raceway was moved upstream for all four alternatives. The topography at the proposed 

gate location was modified in order to constrict the channel, and thereby better represent the gate 

abutments connecting to the banks of the raceway, as well as to reflect the piers separating each of the 

gates. Also, for low flows a single sink was placed in the middle of the raceway at this location and 

assigned a value of 773 cfs in order to represent the water demand passing through the gates. The 

assumption here was that the gates will be manually or automatically operated in such a way that 773 cfs 

passes through the raceway, but no more and no less. Although the resulting water surface just upstream 

of the radial gate will be slightly different than that produced by the model, this was deemed acceptable 

for two reasons: 1) the difference between actual water surface elevations and model results is expected to 

be small at this location; 2) this is a local phenomenon, and should have a negligible effect on water 

surface elevations further upstream at the dam crest and elsewhere. 

 

The model was run beginning with the low-flow condition of 849 cfs and was gradually assigned higher 

and higher inflows until the total flow rate equaled the 100-year flow (48,170 cfs). After each incremental 

addition of flow, the model was allowed to run at a steady inflow in order to achieve steady state 

conditions. This ensured that the tailwater rating curve was as accurate as possible. The downstream 

boundary condition was assigned the slope at normal flow (0.0012), and was calculated as above (see 

Section 3.1.2).  

 

3.1.3.2  Determining Invert Elevations  
 

The RiverFLO-2D model was used as a design tool to determine the invert elevation of the dam notches 

and passageways that would be activated after the irrigation and hydropower water rights and fish bypass 

water requirements were met. Water rights in the area demand 819 cfs total, while a conservative estimate 



NRCS  Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 

Final Concept Design Report Page 21  May 2014 

of the water demands for the fish bypass is 70 cfs (50 cfs to the Green River Canal and 20 cfs to the East 

Side Canal). To find this invert elevation, the crest of the dam was set arbitrarily high in order to force the 

889 cfs inflow (819 + 70 = 889 cfs) to be routed through the east-side canal (116 cfs) and the raceway 

(773 cfs). Boundary conditions were established upstream of the dam several hundred feet and in the 

raceway upstream of the existing “8 gate” structure. It was assumed that uniform flow conditions were 

met in the canal, such that a bed slope boundary condition could be established in the raceway. The east-

side canal diversion was represented by a single “sink” with an associated demand of 116 cfs. The inflow 

boundary condition was simply the 889 cfs discharge through the reach. See Section 2.1.3 for a discussion 

of surface water rights. 

 

Results of the design model indicated a maximum water surface elevation (WSE) adjacent to the crest of 

the dam of 4085.7 ft. This is close to what was expected for this condition. Velocity vectors, water depths, 

mass balance, and the raceway boundary condition were verified using engineering judgment. Therefore, 

as a first pass, the invert elevation of the dam notches was set to 4085.7 ft. This would ensure that, at a 

flow of 889 cfs, all water would be allocated to the raceway and the east-side canal in order to meet the 

water rights in the area, which have been assigned the highest priority for the project. Furthermore, the 

second highest priority of fish bypass through the canal would be met at this flow rate, in order to 

minimize the possibility of fish injury or mortality once the water rights have been met. 

 

Another priority for water allocation is upstream fish passage. Specifically, passage of the following four 

endangered fish species is of interest: Humpback Chub, Bonytail, Razorback Sucker, and Colorado 

Pikeminnow. Flow depths for upstream passage of these fish are based on the largest of the four, the 

Colorado Pikeminnow, for which it has been suggested that 1 foot of water depth be allocated for safe 

passage (USBR 2005). Pertinent information regarding these fish species is given in Table 3-1. Assuming 

a trapezoidal fishway with channel width of 10 feet, a 40:1 channel slope (2.5%), and a Manning’s 

roughness coefficient of 0.07, the water allocation required to allow upstream fish passage would be 30 

cfs. The invert of the fish passage channel would thus begin at 4085.7 ft. 

 

Table 3-1. Pertinent Information for Sensitive Fish in the Green River 

 

Common Name Scientific 

Name 

Spawning Period Required Water 

Velocity (fps) 

Required Water 

Depth (ft) 

Humpback Chub Gila cypha April through July 4 1 

Bonytail Gila elegans June through early July 4 1 

Razorback 

Sucker 

Xyrachen 

texanus 

mid-April to mid-June 
4 1 

Colorado 

Pikeminnow 

Ptychocheilus 

lucius 

July to September 
4 1 

 

Another priority for water allocation in the project—and a competing one to upstream fish passage—is 

downstream fish passage, again for the four species mentioned above. Constraints for downstream 

passage are generally less strict. For instance, velocities can be higher and depths can be shallower. For 

downstream passage, weir flow over the crest of the dam is assumed, and the minimum depth of flow is 

set to 0.6 ft. Assuming a weir coefficient of 2.67 over the crest, the required flow rate for three 10-foot 

wide notches spread out across the dam is 40 cfs. The invert of the downstream fish passage notches 

would likewise begin at 4085.7 ft.  

 

The final water allocation priority is given to downstream boat passage, and it, too, competes with fish 

passage. The boat passageway can be modeled with Manning’s equation, using a channel width of 20 

feet, a slope of 10%, and a roughness coefficient of 0.06. With these values, the required flow to pass 
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boats through one foot of water is 147 cfs. Like the other notches, the boat ramp crest would sit at 

elevation 4085.7 feet. 

 

3.2 Model Results 
 

The following section provides results of the model related to upstream flooding, the structural stability of 

the dam, and sediment sluicing. 
 

3.2.1 Upstream Flooding 
 

Water surface elevations upstream of the diversion dam were compared between existing conditions and 

what has become the Proposed Alternative—Alternative 3, Replace Existing Diversion Dam—using a 

HEC-RAS model running the 100-year flow. Results are depicted in Figure 3-1 below. From the figure, 

the differences in water surface elevation upstream of the diversion dam are indistinguishable between 

existing conditions and the proposed rehabilitation alternative. Although the proposed crest elevation is 

on average higher than the existing crest (4086.7’ versus approximately 4086.0’), the difference in water 

surface elevations at the 100-year flow is nearly zero for the following reasons: 1) the rehabilitation 

alternative provides flows through 100 feet of radial gates with invert elevations at 4082.0’, and 2) the 

rehabilitation alternative provides flows through the dam via the downstream fish passage notches, the 

upstream fish passageway, and the boat passageway at elevation 4085.7’, which is a few inches lower 

than the existing crest. Because of these extra components, the moderately higher crest elevation of the 

rehabilitation design does not lead to higher water surface elevations at the 100-year flow. 

 

 
Figure 3-1. HEC-RAS Water Surface Elevations for Existing vs. Proposed Conditions 

 

An older comparison similar to the one provided above was performed for a proposed crest elevation of 

4088.0’. Due to concerns from the public during the Public Comment Period of the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) about the potential upstream flooding from this higher crest elevation, the crest was 

lowered to 4086.7’ and the above comparison was made. Results from the older comparison are provided 

in Appendix C for reference. 
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3.2.2 Structural Stability 
 

The cross-sectional design of the dam is the same for Alternatives 1 through 3, and consists of two large 

sheet pile cutoff walls embedded upstream and downstream of a concrete cap. The cap is secured to the 

top of the walls and slopes downward at an approximate slope 4:1. The interior of the dam cross section is 

filled with structural fill material, which itself rests on a compacted bed. For Alternative 4, the cross-

sectional design consists of a concrete cap surrounding the existing dam structure, with an upstream sheet 

pile cutoff wall adjacent to the new concrete cap wall, and another cutoff wall at the downstream end of a 

concrete slab that extends out from the downstream cap wall. 

 

The stability of the diversion dam is secured by ensuring that the reaction force in the longitudinal 

direction is greater than the sliding force acting upon the dam, with a factor of safety (i.e.         ). 
The calculations for this stability analysis are provided in the following section. For the alternatives 

considered for this project, buoyancy is not a factor because the water displaced by the volume of the 

structure is displaced by material denser than water. 

 

The sliding force acting on the dam is given by the following equation: 

 

   
    

 

 
 (1) 

 

where     = is the sliding force (lb/ft) 

    = upstream height of the soil/water column above the base of the dam (ft) 

    = specific weight of the active, moist soil upstream of the dam = approximately 35 lb/ft
3
 

 

Similarly, the reaction force in the longitudinal directional is given by: 

 

   
    

 

 
 (2) 

 

where     = is the reaction force (lb/ft) 

    = downstream height of the soil/water column above the base of the dam (ft) 

    = specific weight of the passive, moist soil downstream of the dam = approximately 200 lb/ft3 

 

With HU equal to approximately 6 feet, and HD equal to 13 feet,               . Therefore, no 

sliding will occur. 

 

3.2.3 Sediment Sluicing 
 

In order to test the efficacy of the radial gate sluicing structures, the model was run at a steady-state 

inflow of 5,537 cfs, which is the average daily flow rate based on a period of record dating back to the 

completion of Flaming Gorge Dam. This flow rate was tested in order to determine whether the 

alternatives could adequately sluice sediment at the average daily discharge. Due to the very minor 

differences in depth across the four alternatives, shear stress calculations were made only for Alternative 

1, under the assumption that bed shears are a linear function of water depth. Additionally, due to the plan-

form symmetry of the alternatives, only the east-side radial gates were investigated.  

 

Results for the sediment sluicing simulation are provided in Figure 3-8 below. The figure was created by 

taking sections parallel with the dam crest successively further away from the crest (i.e. further away from 

the radial gate). Thus, sections that are close to the crest should indicate higher shear stresses because 
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water is accelerating through the gate. Sections taken further away from the crest, on the other hand, 

should indicate lower shear stresses. From the figure, this is exactly the trend depicted.  

 

Figure 3-9 shows the conversion of bed shear stress to the D50 particle size that would just be in motion at 

the average daily flow rate. This conversion was performed according to the following equation: 

 

     
  

      
 (    )

 (3) 

 

where      = median particle diameter in motion (in) 

   = conversion constant = 12 (in/ft) 

   = bed shear stress (psf) 

   
  = dimensionless critical shear stress = 0.047 

   = specific weight of sediment = 165.4 lbf/ft
3
 

   = specific weight of water = 62.4 lbf/ft
3
 

 

Figure 3-9 indicates that particles between 5 and 7 inches in diameter will pass through the radial gates at 

the gate structure. This corresponds to large-sized cobbles on the Wentworth scale. Particles with 

approximately a one-inch diameter will move through the structure from 40 feet away. This corresponds 

to medium-sized pebbles on the Wentworth scale. Most of the fine material deposited upstream of the 

existing structure and in the raceway is classified as silt and sand. The shear stresses needed to move 

these size classes are significantly smaller than those provided by the gate structures at the average daily 

flow. 

 

 
Figure 3-8. Bed Shear Stress for Alternative 1 as a  

Function of Distance Away from the Radial Gates 
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 Figure 3-9. D50 0f Mobile Particles for Alternative 1 as a  

Function of Distance Away from the Radial Gates 
 

3.2.4 Upstream Fish Passage 
 

RiverFLO2D model results indicate that the average daily flow rate of 5,537 cfs will result in a water 

surface elevation of approximately 4087.7’ at the exit to the upstream fish passageway (at the dam crest). 

According to a HEC-RAS model developed in order to analyze fish passage, the maximum velocity in the 

fishway associated with this head is 3.9 fps. Therefore, fish passage through the fishway is operational at 

or below the average daily flow rate. The spawning months for fish species of concern span from April 

through August. Referring to the exceedance flows by month presented in Table 2-4, the average daily 

flow rate corresponds approximately to the 52% flow in April, the 13% flow in May, the 16% flow in 

June, the 55% flow in July, and the 79% flow in August. However, due to the difficulty in modeling 

boulder refuge structures, these estimates are likely conservative, and do not fully reflect the complex 

hydraulics in the fishway. Thus, it is probably safe to assume that fish will be able to pass the diversion 

structure on their way upstream at flow rates higher than the average daily discharge of 5,537 cfs. 

 

Figure 3-10 below depicts the resultant velocities in the river within the project area during the average 

daily discharge (5,537 cfs). The figure only shows locations where velocities are less than 4 fps, i.e. only 

areas that are passable to fish are depicted. From the figure, it is clear that two routes exist to the entrance 

to the fishway: one is in the main stem of the river, off to the east side, while the other is in the east-bank 

side channel. It should be noted that, in order to keeps these routes viable, maintenance of the Tusher 

Wash depositional area may be periodically necessary. Also, although the route on the west side of the 

river does not appear viable because it does not connect to the fishway entrance without being interrupted 

by high velocity flows coming over the dam, this may not be the case in reality. The 2D model does not 

represent the riprap apron and energy dissipation in the tailwater of the dam. Therefore, it is possible that 

in practice the west side of the river offers a viable route for migrating fish. 
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Figure 3-10. Velocity Results for the Average Daily Flow through the Green River 
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SECTION 4  

ECONOMIC EVALUATION 
 

4.0 Introduction 
 

The following section discusses the economic analysis conducted in order to compare the costs and 

benefits associated with the four alternatives under investigation. Although an effort has been made to be 

thorough, and to include all conceivable project costs and benefits, some costs and benefits may have 

been left out of the analysis. 

 

4.1 Methods 
 

A cost-benefit analysis of the various alternatives incorporates the capital costs, operation and 

maintenance (O&M) costs, and costs and benefits associated with resources affected by the project. 

Because all four alternatives under investigation provide the same quality and quantity of water to 

stakeholders in the area, socioeconomic benefits of the alternatives have been left out of the analysis. 

Also, due to the similarity in the designs, O&M costs are considered to be the same for all four 

alternatives. Therefore, O&M costs have been left out of the analysis as well. Also, project components 

that have costs that are the same across all four alternatives have been left out of the analysis. Finally, 

although monetary costs and benefits associated with other environmental resources in the project area 

exist (e.g. cultural resources), assigning values to them has been left out of this analysis. Therefore, this 

economic analysis is restricted to the capital costs (construction, materials, labor, etc.) associated with 

each alternative. It should be noted that the construction means and methods represented here, and 

depicted in the design drawings, are conceptual in nature, and do not necessarily represent the 

construction means and methods selected by the engineer and/or construction contractor during final 

design. The cost-benefit analysis presented below is therefore an estimate based on concept-level design 

only, and may change during final design. 

 

4.2 Results 
 

Table 5-1 presents the results of the economic analysis. From the table, Alternative 1 has the lowest 

associated cost among the four alternatives. However, Alternative 3 is within 1% of the total project cost 

of Alternative 1, which is considered within the margin of error of the cost-benefit analysis (±30%). 

Again, the cost represented here is not a total project cost, but is rather the relative cost of each alternative 

as compared with the others. 
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Table 5-1.  Engineer’s Cost Estimate 

 

Component Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Cofferdam Phase I $93,196 $105,514 $104,774 $107,354 

Cofferdam Phase II $69,089 $82,556 $62,240 $63,840 

Diversion Structure Phase I $1,084,615 $1,278,219 $1,097,221 $1,266,088 

Diversion Structure Phase II $1,077,247 $1,278,219 $1,097,221 $1,266,088 

Riprap Phase I $186,437 $219,034 $183,271 $182,279 

Riprap Phase II $186,437 $219,034 $183,271 $182,279 

Demolish Existing Structure $242,037 $241,979 $241,979 $0 

Deflection Log Boom $14,230 $14,227 $14,232 $14,229 

Diversion Dam Excavation Extension $8,808 $8,806 $6,754 $6,752 

PIT Tag Detectors $356,500 $356,500 $356,515 $475,231 

Subtotal $3,318,597 $3,804,087 $3,347,479 $3,564,139 

General Conditions (15% of Total Cost) $497,790 $570,613 $502,122 $534,621 

Mobilization (8% of Total Cost) $265,488 $304,327 $267,798 $285,131 

Total $4,081,875 $4,679,027 $4,117,399 $4,383,891 
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SECTION 5  

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 
 

5.0 Introduction 
 

The Proposed Alternative for the Green River Diversion Dam Rehabilitation Project is to replace the 

existing dam at its current location (Alternative 3). This design will be cost-effective and provide all of 

the functionality of the other alternatives. In addition, this alternative would preserve much of the cultural 

and historical value of the existing structure by maintaining the location and orientation of the structure. 

The new dam will have the same length as the existing dam, but will be approximately 0.6 feet higher 

along the crest and will be designed to greatly reduce seepage below and around the diversion dam. 

Additionally, the Proposed Alternative will include fish, boat, and debris passage structures, sediment 

sluicing gates, a radial gate manifold to the raceway, a new raceway to the water wheel, an east-side canal 

fish and sediment bypass structure, and downstream fish passage notches outfitted with PIT tag detectors. 
 

5.1 Cost Estimate 
 

The following cost estimate is from an earlier version of the Concept Design Report. Components and 

cost estimates of the Proposed Alternative have since changed. Please refer to the EIS for the most up-to-

date estimate of project costs for the Proposed Alternative. 

 

The Proposed Alternative The engineer’s cost estimate for materials, quantities, and labor required to 

complete the construction for the project is presented in Table 5-1.  This estimate includes construction 

management, labor, materials, equipment, and incidental items necessary to complete the work per the 

Contract Drawings.  The costs presented in the table are based on NRCS selecting a third party 

construction company for the project. It should be noted that the construction means and methods 

represented here, and depicted in the design drawings, are conceptual in nature, and do not necessarily 

represent the construction means and methods selected by the engineer and/or construction contractor 

during final design. The cost estimate presented below is therefore an estimate based on concept-level 

design only, and may change during final design. 
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Table 5-1. Cost Estimate for the Proposed Alternative (Alternative 3) 

 

 

Component Cost 

D
iv

er
si

o
n

 D
am

 

Cofferdam Phase I $104,774 

Cofferdam Phase II $69,240 

Diversion Structure Phase I $1,097,221 

Diversion Structure Phase II $1,097,221 

Riprap Phase I $183,271 

Riprap Phase II $183,271 

Demolish Existing Structure $241,979 

Deflection Log Boom $14,232 

Diversion Dam Excavation Extension $6,754 

PIT Tag Detectors $356,515 

R
ac

ew
ay

 

G
at

e
 

Earth Dam $2,859 

Raceway Structure $266,158 

Raceway Gates $1,482,087 

S
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e 

S
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Sluice Structure $304,037 

F
is
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Fish Passage Structure $239,368 

4 Radial Gates $2,379,026 

Retaining Wall $96,587 

Riprap $140,125 

B
o

at
 P

as
sa

g
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u
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u
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Boat Passage Structure $374,046 

 

Subtotal $8,638,771 

 

General Conditions (15% of Total Cost) $1,295,816 

 

Mobilization (8% of Total Cost) $691,102 

 

Total $10,625,689 
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SECTION 6  

CONCLUSION 
 

6.0 Conclusion 

 
The Proposed Alternative for the Green River Diversion Dam Rehabilitation Project is Alternative 3, 

which consists of a new dam structure at the current location of the existing dam with the same crest 

length as the original. Other components of the project include gate structures, a fish passageway, a boat 

ramp, and features to route sediment and debris past the dam. 
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To:  Project: NRCS Green River EWP,  

Grand and Emory Counties, Utah 
From: Dan Axness Cc:  File 

Date: May 28, 2014 Contract No: AG-8D43-D-12-0020 

Subject: NRCS Green River Diversion Dam Rehabilitation Hydrology Technical Memo 

 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 

The following technical memo is intended to present the hydrological analyses conducted for the 

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Green River Diversion Dam Rehabilitation 

Concept Design Project.  The memo discusses the regulated and unregulated hydrology observed 

at the Green River Diversion Structure, the competing water demands associated with the project, 

and the likelihood of the project meeting these competing demands. 

 

2.0  GREEN RIVER HYDROLOGY 

Flaming Gorge Dam was completed in 1965, after which flows in the Green River were regulated 

due to water storage in Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Peak discharges above the Green River 

Diversion Dam were therefore estimated using the HEC-SSP program (USACE 2010) for the years 

1965 through 2009. HEC-SSP applies the methods outlined in Bulletin #17B (USGS 1982) to a 

time series of flow data in order to calculate the discharge for various annual return periods. Results 

are given in Table 1 for the 2-, 25-, 50-, and 100-yr events. Results in the table are similar to results 

published elsewhere (cf. Gerner et al. 2006). 
 

Table 1. Green River Peak Discharges for Various Return Periods,  

Estimated Using StreamStats and HEC-SSP 

 

Return 

Period 

Discharge 

2-Yr 21,386 

25-Yr 40,726 

50-Yr 44,603 

100-Yr 48,170 

 

Instantaneous flood frequencies were also calculated for each month using flow data obtained from 

USGS gaging station 09315000 at Green River, UT. Results are given in Table 2 below. From the 

table, the hydrograph in the Green River basin appears to have two peaks (bimodal). One peak 

occurs in the late Fall when the area experiences frequent rainfall events, while the other, larger 

peak occurs in the Spring, when snowpack begins to melt. Results also show that the largest flows 

occur in June, when 1% of flows will be greater than 41,530 cfs.  
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Table 2. Instantaneous Flood Frequencies by Month for the  

Green River at USGS Gaging Station 09315000 

 

  % of Flows Less Than 

D
is

c
h

a
r
g
e
 (

c
fs

) 
Month 1 5 10 50 95 99 

January 916 1,312 1,633 2,924 5,189 6,162 

February 1,253 1,648 1,853 3,094 6,058 8,144 

March 2,000 2,243 2,485 4,052 8,361 10,905 

April 2,352 2,719 2,985 5,272 12,585 16,030 

May 3,340 4,055 5,032 11,505 24,903 34,562 

June 1,703 3,038 4,020 13,907 32,475 41,530 

July 907 1,363 1,619 4,205 16,315 32,681 

August 764 1,139 1,327 2,884 6,938 9,983 

September 1,022 1,228 1,395 2,628 5,068 6,743 

October 1,307 1,479 1,703 3,023 7,068 7,976 

November 1,532 1,729 1,866 3,228 6,367 7,087 

December 939 1,260 1,441 2,810 5,824 6,452 

 

The flood frequencies presented in Table 2 are reported for the years 1964-2012 and are indicative 

of the flood frequencies seen at the project site for medium to high flows. However, they are not 

representative of the frequency of low flows. In April of 2006, a Record of Decision (ROD) was 

filed for a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that proposed operational changes to 

Flaming Gorge Dam that would, among other things, regulate the amount of water flowing through 

“Reach 3” of the Green River, which includes the Green River Diversion (USBR 2006). 

Specifically, the FEIS recommends a minimum flow through “Reach 3” of 1,300 cfs in dry years 

(±40%), with successively higher minimum thresholds in wetter years. Because the 

implementation of the FEIS is assumed to dictate flows in the Green River, flow data analyzed 

here are restricted to the past eight years, after the ROD was filed in 2006. 

 

The overall demand to be met at the Green River Diversion includes water allocation for water 

rights holders, fish bypass in the hydropower raceway or Green River Canal, sediment sluicing, 

boat passage, upstream fish passage, and downstream fish passage. The estimated demand from 

perfected water rights at the Green River Diversion is 819 cfs, as detailed in Table 3 below. 
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Table 3. Perfected Water Rights at the Green River Diversion 

 

Water Right 
License 

No. 

Priority 

Date 
CFS Use 

Chris Dunham, Howard Hastings, 

Clark Ross 
92-74 1/1/1879 5 Irrigation 

East Side Irrigation Company 92-4 2/8/1906 6 Irrigation 

Chris Dunham, Howard Hastings, 

Clark Ross 
92-43 7/29/1912 60 

Hydropower 

Plant 

Bruce and Dorothy Nelson 92-21 5/16/1932 2 Irrigation 

Lee Thayn 91-113 12375 35 Irrigation 

Green River Canal Company 91-294 6/18/1952 60 

Irrigation, 

Stockwater 

and Domestic 

Eastside High Ditch Irrigation 

Company 
92-622 8/7/1958 5 Irrigation 

Eastside High Ditch Irrigation 

Company 
92-633 8/7/1958 7 Irrigation 

Gunnison Butte Mutual Irrigation 

Company 
91-5075 8/7/1958 4 Irrigation 

Gunnison Butte Mutual Irrigation 

Company 
92-638 8/7/1958 11 Irrigation 

Lee Thayn 91-4130 11/25/1974 600 
Hydropower 

Plant 

Lee Thayn 91-5161 8/7/1985 4 Irrigation 

Green River Canal Company 91-5043 11/3/2000 20 
Sluice Canal 

and Raceway 

Total     819   

 

A conservative estimate of the water demands for fish bypass in the hydropower raceway or the 

Green River Canal is 50 cfs and in the East Side Canal is 20 cfs. Assuming that a boat passageway 

only requires 1 foot of depth for safe passage, and that the ramp can be as long as 80 feet, the 

allocation required for the boat passage structure is 147 cfs. Assuming a trapezoidal fishway with 

channel width of 10 feet, a 40:1 channel slope (2.5%), and a Manning’s roughness coefficient of 

0.07, the water allocation required to allow upstream fish passage would be 30 cfs. Assuming a 

weir coefficient of 2.67 over the crest of the diversion structure, the required flow rate for three 

10-foot wide notches spread out across the dam is 40 cfs. The total water demand at the diversion 

structure is therefore 1,106 cfs (see Table 4 below). 
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Table 4. Water Demands at the Green River Diversion Structure 

 

Use 
Demand 

(cfs) 

Water Rights Holders 819 

Fish Bypass – Green River Canal 50 

Fish Bypass – East Side Canal 20 

Boat Passage 147 

Upstream Fish Passage 30 

Downstream Fish Passage 40 

TOTAL 1,106 

 

Flow rates during the growing season from April 1 through October 31 at USGS Gage 09315000 

at Green River, UT and at USGS Gage 09261000 near Jensen, UT are depicted in Figure 1 below. 

Only flows during the growing season are shown because the growing season represents the time 

period during which irrigation, fish migration and boat passage all take place. The figure also 

shows the base flow recommended in “Reach 3” by the FEIS during dry years (1,300 cfs), along 

with the combined demand at the diversion structure (1,106 cfs) for comparison. From the figure, 

the recommended base flow of 1,300 cfs was not met on a total of fifteen days since April, 2006. 

However, the flows at the diversion structure required to meet the demands associated with this 

project (1,106 cfs) have been met every day since the ROD went into effect in 2006. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Flow Rates at USGS Gage 09315000 at  

Green River, UT since the Record of Decision 
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Figure 1 also indicates a relationship between flows near Jensen, UT and flows at Green River, 

UT, such that peaks and troughs in the hydrograph of each gage correspond fairly well. This is 

further evidenced by Figure 2 below, which shows the flow at Green River, UT as a function of 

the flow near Jensen, UT during the growing season since 2006. This relationship is important 

because the flows in “Reach 2” (i.e. near Jensen, UT) are the first priority laid out in the FEIS. 

Additionally, baseflows in “Reach 2” are allowed to fluctuate by ±40%. Thus, the 900 cfs 

minimum threshold in “Reach 2” in dry years could translate to an actual minimum flow of 540 

cfs near Jensen, UT. It is therefore of interest what this effective low flow near Jensen would 

translate to at the diversion structure. From the regression equation given in Figure 2, 540 cfs 

corresponds to a flow rate of 1,132 cfs at the Green River Diversion Structure. This flow rate is 

still larger than the 1,106 cfs demand of the present project. However, it should be stressed that, 

although the regression relationship given in the figure is strong (R2=0.93), the possibility exists 

that flows at the diversion structure could fall below the demand of 1,106 cfs, should flows in 

“Reach 2” reach -40% of their baseflow target in dry years. However, such a possibility does seem 

unlikely, given the record of flows since the ROD was implemented in 2006 and the large fraction 

of regulated flow evident at low flows. 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Green River Flow Rates at Green River, UT  

as a Function of Flows near Jensen, UT 
 

3.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the analyses described in this memo, the minimum flow expected at the Green River 

Diversion structure is 1,132 cfs, assuming flows near Jensen, UT are 40% below the minimum 

target baseflow in dry years and the functional relationship between flows near Jensen and flows 

at Green River during the growing season is valid. The present design of the rehabilitation project 

requires 1,106 cfs to meet the competing demands of the project, and includes flows for boat 

passage, upstream and downstream fish passage, irrigation, hydropower and sediment sluicing. 
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Therefore, it appears very likely that all water demands associated with this project will be met, 

provided that changes in hydrology due to land use change and/or climate change are negligible, 

and that operation of Flaming Gorge Dam continues to adequately meet the minimum baseflows 

outlined in the FEIS of 2006. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

2D INUNDATION RESULTS FOR HIGHER CREST



 

 

The following figures are taken from an earlier draft of the main body of this report. In that earlier draft, 

the assumed dam crest elevation for all of the rehabilitation alternatives was 4088.0 feet. The current and 

proposed rehabilitation alternative calls for a crest elevation of 4086.7 feet in order to ensure that 

additional upstream flooding does not occur due to the presence of the project. Additionally, the 

following paragraph accompanied the figures in the earlier draft of the report: 

 

Water surface elevations upstream of the diversion dam were compared between existing conditions and 

the four alternatives investigated in this report. These comparisons were conducted in order to evaluate 

the potential flooding impact the rehabilitation might have on agricultural operations in the project area. 

Figure C-1, Figure C-2, and Figure C-3 provide visual comparisons of water depth during the 100-year 

event between the four alternatives and existing conditions. The figures also depict the sections shown in 

Figure C-4 through Figure C-7. These latter figures depict the differences between the 100-year depths 

associated with existing conditions and the 100-year depths associated with the four alternatives. Note 

that negative values indicate alternative depths that are greater than existing condition depths and that 

the sections are taken looking upstream. From Figures C-1 through C-3, there is no obvious difference 

between existing conditions and the alternatives downstream of the dam. Upstream, however, there are 

differences, but they are slight. Figures C-4 through C-7 offer a better look at these differences. The 

important areas of note in these figures are near the banks (the extreme ends of Figure C-5 through 

Figure C-7), where flooding and/or seepage through levees would occur. From the figures, each 

alternative does a reasonably good job of minimizing the differences in depth at the banks against 

existing conditions. It should be noted that at the banks, Alternative 1 is generally the best alternative 

because, for each of the three cross sections shown (Figure C-5 through Figure C-7), the difference in 

water depth between existing conditions and Alternative 1 is very nearly zero. The one possible exception 

is with Section 4 (Figure C-7), which shows a depth greater than 1 foot along the right bank. However, 

this is due to the fact that the location of Section 4 is taken very close to the existing dam, such that 

uniform flow conditions are no longer applicable, but rather the water surface is gradually varying. 

Model results therefore indicate that Alternative 1 is preferable over the other three alternatives in terms 

of upstream flooding. However, the differences between the alternatives are considered so minor, that the 

extent of upstream flooding does not serve as a deciding factor in determining the Proposed Alternative.  

 

 



 

 

 

 
Figure C-1. 100-Year Water Depth, Alternative 1 and Existing Conditions 



 

 

 
Figure C-2. 100-Year Water Depth, Alternative 2 and Existing Conditions 

 

 

 



 

 

 
Figure C-3. 100-Year Water Depth, Alternatives 3 and 4 and Existing Conditions 



 

 

    
Figure C-4.  Existing Depth Minus Alternative Depths,  

Section 1, 100-Year Flow 

 

 
Figure C-5.  Existing Depth Minus Alternative Depths,  

Section 2, 100-Year Flow 

 

Note: Negative values indicate that the alternative depths are greater 

than the existing condition depths. 

   
Figure C-6.  Existing Depth Minus Alternative Depths,  

Section 3, 100-Year Flow 

 

  
Figure C-7.  Existing Depth Minus Alternative Depths, 

Section 4, 100-Year Flow
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